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ABSTRACT 

The U. S. Office of Education's National Drug 
Education Training Program, which began as a limited and terminal 
one-year effort is assessed. The basic purpose related structure of 
the information collection and analysis process made it possible to 
provide information that had multiple uses in management of the 
program. The fundamental question at which assessment was aimed was; 
Were the program management strategies employed in the 1970-71 
National Drug Education Training Program valid as ways to initiate a 
coordinated national attack on a critical social problem? Evidence 
collected in this assessment suggests that the program was not only a 
success in terms of original expectations of impact, but also in 
terms of original assumptions of how to bring people together to deal 
effectively with social problems. A detailed description of forms 
design, field testing, information collection, and analysis as well 
as information related to management support provided, is included in 
Section II of this report. (Author/BW) 
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NEW YORK AND WASHINGTON 






ABOUT THIS REPORT 



This report presents an assessment of the U.S. Office 
of Education's National Drug Education Training Program, 
which began as a limited and terminal one-year effort. Less 
than halfway through the program's expected and planned for 
life, however, new legislation and supplemental monies pro- 
vided by Congress made it possible to add additional categories 
of program services to the original one-shot effort. Thus 
both the context and the nature of the program. were changed. 

Nevertheless, the assessment effort, for contractual 
purposes, had to continue to measure progress against the 
original intents. The quantitative figures presented here 
constitute the final report of the original assessment task. 

But this is more than a final report. The basic purpose- 
related structure of the information collection and analysis 
process the contractor had initially established made it pos- 
sible to provide information that had multiple uses in manage- 
ment of the program. When the program context changed, this 
factor enabled the Office of Education to utilize the assess- 
ment information as a continuing adjunct to program management. 
Thus , much of the quantitative data that would normally be the 
backbone of a traditional research or evaluation report was 
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provided throughout the year in a series of interim reports, 
both formal and informal . These reports were required to sup- 
port the rapidly changing needs of the federal decision-makers. 
The "results," therefore, of the 1970-71 program already have 
been influenced by feedback from the process that was designated 
for measuring them. 

Consequently, this report has a dual nature. It is a 
final report, as already stated; but in terms of a larger mana- 
gement process, which the tables and figures reflect, this may 
be considered a progress report of a continuing program that 
has been prepared from the viewpoint of a participant-observer. 
The fundamental question at which the original assessment was 
aimed is relevant for both purposes; 

Were the program management strategies employed 
in the 1970-71 National Drug Education Training 
Program valid as ways to initiate a coordinated 
national attack on a critical social problem? 

Due to the limitation of resources and time, it could not 
be hoped that this assessment effort could measure final impact 
at the level of the potential drug abuser. It was, however, 
recognized that it was at this level that the eventual success 
or failure of the drug training program would be determined. 

To assist those who must make these ultimate judgments, the 
words of program participants reacting to the program at its 
various levels are provided throughout the report as indices 
of expectation and impact. 
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FEDERAL EXPECTATIONS 



The National Drug Education Training Program 
as perceived at its Inception* 



(THE PROBLEM) 



"...While the problem of drug abuse is not a new phe- 
nomenon The dimensions of the _ problem have, however , 

in recent years reached frightening proportions in the 
United States. Virtually no city , town or community 
can consider itself immune..." 

"...There does not seem to be a single explanation which 
accounts for the existence of the problem. Drug abuse 
is a complex phenomenon. . .Taking drugs is often the "in" 
thing to do for young people, and even those who do not 
belong to the user subculture are aware of its existence 
while parents and teachers are not. Consequently , lec- 
turing about the dangers inherent in drug abuse or using 
"scare" tactics will not alleviate the problem or reverse 
the trend. They can often in fact make matters worse..." 

(ANTICIPATED WAYS TO DEAL WITH THE PROBLEM) 



"...In looking at the problem of drug abuse among our young 
people, there are certain key assumptions which must be 
kept in mind .. .First of all, it is not a drug problem as 
much as it is a "people" problem. We are not about to train 
teachers as drug experts but, hopefully , as " pe_oj^le_f_ exjjerts_ . 

"... Second , is the need to provide school personnel who are 
in direct contact with youth with the in^ornnati^n^ under^ 
standing and skilly to deal with the problem. Accurate up- 
to-date information about drugs and drug use is one aspect 
of the need. Just as important is the necessity to help 
teachers and parents develop the insights, skills and tech- 
niques which are effective in dealing with the attitudes , 
values, life styles and problems of contemporary youth. 

Adults must learn how to listen to and to communicate effec- 
tively with youth and in so doing will need to re-examine 
their own values..." 

"...In all of this, human and open communi '.Ration is needed 
between youth and adults, between parents and children, 
between teachers and students..." 



♦Excerpts from a Speech by USOE Assoc. Commissioner Don Davies, 
April, 1970. 
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"...Next, we must appreciate the potent force of peer 
pressure . The invojAtement of youth in any drug education 
program is of paramount importance. . . " 

"...In order for a drug abuse program to be successful, 
educators and citizens must face the fact that a severe 
community -wide problem exists. All segments cf the com - 
munitg should be act_iv_eli[ involved if there is to be a 
solution to the problem..." 

(ORIGINAL EXPECTATIONS FOR SUCCESS) 

"...Three and one half million dollars is obviously not 
going to train all teachers and administrators in the 
country. It must therefore be viewed as seed money or as 
a cataliist designed to stimulate supplementary efforts by 
States and localities. 

"...If (the multiplier concept is utilized) , more than 
l_50^000_ local educators and 75^000 youths , as well as a 
large number of school community leaders can be trained 
in teams within the school year 1970-71. 

"...There is no assumption that this training will produce 
drug education expei'ts. It is more than a teacher training 
program. The intent is to train State teams to be able to 
effectively train local teams to return to their school 
communities to analgge th_e drug problern and needs at the 
local level, to TJegtTfg the ^souregs available, to con - 
side r possible approaches , and to organise a total school- 
community effort for effective drug education training . . . " 

"...What happens eventually at the locjjf le^iel is, of course, 
the crucial thing. We should not delude ourselves into 
thinking that as a result of this year's activity we may 
expect to be able to record a significant drop in the inci- 
dence of drug abuse among our young people. I believe, 
however, as a result of activity generated at the grassroots 
level because of this program that we might in five years or 
so be able to point to its effects on drug abuse with some 
certainity ..." 

"...However, if because of this year we have made some 
pogitivg changes in -the behavior of te_achers_; if we have 
in some way helped to bridge the cotrmujricaf ion gag between 
the generations ; if we have just made some schoolg more 
exciting places to be because of our premise that this is 
an educational problem and a " people " problem , then, I be- 
lieve we can point to this program as a success. After all, 
the Nation' 8 concern about drug abuse might just be the Tro- 
jan Horse , which inside the walls of the Establishment , may 
be instrumental in the improvement of education to make it 
more responsive to basic human needs. . . " 
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SECTION ONE 



Summary of Activities 
Summary of Accomplishments 
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THE NATIONAL DRUG EDUCATION TRAINING PROGRAM 

SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES 
1970 - 71 

In the early spring of 1970, the problem of drug abuse, 
especially among young people, had assumed extremely serious 
proportions. Federal agencies of many types were involved 
in investigating ways in which they might be able to assist 
in meeting the challenge this problem presented. 

On March 11, 1970 President Nixon issued a statement 
outlining a range of federal actions aimed at the drug abuse 
problem. One of the major points of the expanded federal 
effort he announced was the National Drug Education Training 
Program . This $3. : > million program would be administered by 
the Bureau of Educational Personnel Development of the U.S. 
Office of Education > 

The Bureau (BEPD) had explored several avenues for 
dealing with the fact that most schools were not prepared 
to teach the dangers of drug abuse. Teachers needed training f 
curriculum materials were in short supply, and most adults, 
including teachers, lacked the experience to fully understand 
the problem. The program that BEPD planners had developed 
combined features of several previous EPDA programs with which 
they had had successful experience . Among these features were 
the establishment of a leadership group representing multiple 
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disciplines to provide both guidance and technical assistance , 
and the* implementation of a "multiplier" program of training 
that would permit limited resources to affect the greatest 
number . 

The situation that faced the Office of Education was as 
follows : 

1) They had been given one piece , dissemination of 
information to educators, of a complex, multi- 
faceted social problem. 

2) They were to train virtually every teacher and 

school administrator by June, 1971. This enormous 
task was further complicated by the fact that they 
re-defined their target to include all who could 
have an effect on young people: community leaders, 

lay people, parents, and youth themselves. 

3) Resources were limited. If allotted on a per capita 
basis confined to just teachers alone, there would 

be less than a 70C per person available for training. 

4) Time for planning was limited. States would have 
only a few weeks for proposal preparation and staff 
identification. 

5) This had to be a one-time effort. There were no 
plans for additional funds or follow-up the next 
year. 
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6) A single federal model for the training, even if it 
could be developed, could not be forced upon the 
states. The program had to be flexible enough to 
allow for differences in individual state capabilities 
and needs, and yet had to provide some assurance that 
the goals of the program would be met. 

In order to deal with the dimensions of this initial task, 
the Bureau capitalized on its prior experience and planning 
and established first a Leadership Training Institute. This 
group, known as the National Action Committee, (NAC) was formed 
to provide leadership; technical assistance; and aid in program 
planning, development, monitoring, and evaluation. The com- 
mittee included representatives from the fields of education, 
medicine, law, social work, and the behavioral sciences. Youth 
were included, and members were drawn from different ethnic 
groups and from both the public and private sectors. 

The National Action Committee immediately undertook the 
sponsorship of a national training workshop to develop details 
of the national program with the representatives of all the 
states. Subsequently, four National Training Centers were 
established for training of the state teams during the summer 
of 1970. 

At that time in the program's development, the most 
important product of the broadened base of experience pro- 
vided by the National Action Committee and the Office of 



7 . 



Education personnel was the establishment of a set of condi- 
tions that they felt would help to assure success. These 
conditions have been called, at various times, "basic assump- 
tions," "program components," "principles," and "program 
strategies." In effect they were ways to assure (1) a suf- 
ficient base of human experience and understanding in each 
training project and (2) the proper relationships that would 
permit those human resources to be applied with maximum effect. 

As suggested in the speech excerpted on pages 1 and 2, 
these conditions or strategies were as follows: 

— Involvement of youth in planning and implementation 
— School -community cooperation and involvement 
— Multi-agency cooperation 

— A multi-disciplinary team approach to training 
— The commitment of additional local and state resources 
— A "multiplier" training program, in which each 
trainee became a trainer.* 

The one-time nature of the program and the limited 
funding necessitated that the National Action Committee's 
responsibility for monitoring and formal evaluation of the 
program could not be a major concern during the early months 
of planning. Their first problem was not to measure effec- 
tiveness, but to assure it. The approach that was ultimately 
taken to meet this need is summarized below. 

*These are not intended to be ' necessarily mutually exclusive cate 
gories. An attempt has been made, however, to put these strat- 
egies into a manageable framework with an initial listing of 
operational indicators. This is provided as an appendix to 
Section IV of this report. 

13 ' 
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Assessment Strategies 

In initial meetings with the assessment contractor , the 
NDETP staff had to face head-on the problem of how it would 
organize and use its resources to gather the information re- 
quired to operate Uhe program. Many evaluation and monitoring 
purposes were defined and ranked in terms of management needs 
and resource constraints. 

Program management was faced with several considerations. 

It needed — 

1) Information to determine whether the major program 

goal was attained: How many people would be reached 

by the program? 

2) Information that would permit it to adjust its 

management strategies during the year in order to 
home-in on its goals: Were the methods and processes 

it recommended feasible ways to deal with the problem? 

3) Information from the field that would permit it to 

identify technical assistance needs: What types of 

problems were being encountered in implementing projects ? 

4) Information to provide to local and state projects 

that would help them to relate their efforts to the 
overall federal objectives: How could they provide 

a goal -oriented , "shaping 11 influence for the many 
projects that had to be initiated with inadequate 
time for planning ? 
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These needs , and the constraints imposed by lack of 
adequate time and money, resulted in decisions which, in 
effect, made it possible to deal with these fundamental in- 
formation requirements as part of a correlated process rather 
than fragmenting them by such traditional categories as 
evaluation, monitoring, and field reports. 

The National Action Committee members would provide the 
field work for the assessment; state and local project directors 
would do much of the "coding" of their information through 
the use of a taxonomy provided by the assessment contractor; 
and the contractor would provide the rationale, structure and 
instruments for an information utilization system which would 
provide indices of impact, "shaping" effects on programs in 
the field, and measures of the effectiveness of the process 
strategies being used. 

Assessment Methodology 

Several evaluative strategies were explored by the 
E. F. Shelley and Company, Inc. staff. A quasi-experimental 
design with pre-and-post measures of a sample of the ultimate 
targets — students in the classroom — was rejected because of 
the limited expected influence of the training program on that 
target within the one-year period. Also excluded was a simple 
collection of numbers and names of program participants. While 
this would yield the desired quantitative data, it would not 
permit the documentation of program effects and their relation- 
ship to program activity. 
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A decision was made to use the Discrepancy Evaluation 
Model* as the underlying rationale for this evaluation. The 
model was chosen because it ensured maximum local initiative 
in the design and revision of programs simultaneous with the 
collection of management information for both program improve- 
ment and program assessment purposes. As a tool in a goal- 
oriented program, the use of discrepancy evaluation would make 
it possible to determine the variance between expectations and 
outcomes at key stages in the process. Such data could provide 
decision-makers at all levels with information with which to 
serve a multiplicity cf purposes. 

It was recognised from the beginning that the model could 
not be applied fully because the one-year terminal nature of 
the program would not permit the iterative recycling of informa- 
tion between federal and state program levels. The partial 
application, however, during the one-year period, would help 
shape the planning or design of local programs by setting up 
purpose-related information structures; would permit the 
monitoring of much of the on-going process; and would provide 
a base of information which might have use if the government 
were again to establish similar programs. 

The value of this initial approach was soon to become 
apparent when, with the passage of the Drug Education Act of 
1970, the Office of Education resources and requirements 

♦ Discrepancy Evaluation , Malcom Provus, John McCuthan 
Publishing Corp. , 1971. 
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changed. Information was required for planning of new pro- 
gram components, for budget hearings, for guideline preparation, 
and for staff training purposes. It was possible to handle 
most of these new requirements from the information structure 
that had been established with only a minimal addition of 
resources . 

A detailed description of the forms design, field testing, 
information collection, and analysis as well as the information 
related management support provided under this contract, is in- 
cluded in Section II of this report. 

SUMMARY OF ACCOMPLI SEGMENT S 
1970 ~ 71 

The National Drug Education Training Program was born of 
urgency and uncertainty as to how to effectively deal with the 
drug problem. The uniqueness of this factor — which required 
the development of a cooperative problem solving approach 
rather than the usual delivery system for solutions — is 
discussed more fully in Section IV. 

What the program represented was a dramatic experiment 
in rapidly harnessing resources to serve specific purposes in 
the face of indeterminate methods. Evidence collected in this 
assessment suggests that the program was not only a success in 
terms of the original expectations of impact, but also in terms 
of the original assumptions of how to bring people together 
to deal effectively with' social problems. These assumptions 
can serve as the format for summarizing the accomplishments of 
the 1970-71 program. 
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,..If (the multiplier concept is utilized) , 
more than 150,000 local educators and 
75,000 youths, as well as a large number 
of school community leaders can be trained 
in teams within the school year 1970-71 . 

April, 1970 

The multiplier concept envisions a pyramid in which 
information is spread to greater and greater numbers through 
a series of instruction levels, with trainees at one level 
becoming trainers at the next level. An inspection of 
state training designs indicates at least three levels were 
used to define multiplier effect in most states — the state, 
county (or regional/multi-county) and local levels. That 
more trainees were produced at each succeeding level of 
effect is confirmed by inspection of TABLES 3 and 3a.* 

Of the 415,698 persons who were reported as affected 
by the NDETP in 1970-71 less than half a percent (.5%) were 
at the state level, one percent (1%) were at county levels, 
nine percent (9%) were listed as community personnel, 
twenty six percent (26%) were local educational personnel, 
and sixty three percent (63%) were young people in both 

trainer and learner roles . 

TABLE 2 shows that state project directors expected to 
reach 8,458 total school districts (out of 17,237 potential 
operating school districts in the United States and 
Territories) by June 30, 1971. By September 1, 1971, 5,516 
school districts had been reached in the 33 states and 

*A11 tables are included in Section II. 
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territories that had submitted reports. The number of 
non-reporting states (22) may account for the lack of 
expected participation of 3,000 school districts, but never 
the less, these figures are not so disparate as to throw 
doubt on the validity of the multiplier concept. 

What was the importance of the training programs on 
the people in these communities? Generally, respondents 
indicated they had been affected by the State Drug Education 
Training Programs in the direction of NDETP goals. 

By September 1971, it was possible to obtain three 
samples of program effects in 52 states which were willing 
to provide the contractor with minimal population charac- 
teristics and program descriptions. These samples were too 
small to permit interstate comparisons except for 13 states 
in the last sample. In all, 1,741 individual responses were 
analyzed. Approximately 7% of the sample said they had not 
been in a formal drug education program. (The questionnaire 
used made no specific reference to NDETP. Indeed, except 
for the cover letter accompanying the questionnaire, the 
respondent had no knowledge of the origin of the questionnaire, 
the program which it was evaluating, or even its formal 
purpose — though purpose was inferable.) 

Ninety-five percent (95%) of respondents said that their 
"knowledge concerning drugs had increased within the past 
year". Seventy-three percent (73%) said they were "presently 
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engaged in some aspects of drug education or rehabilitation" . 
Perhaps the most significant evidence of program impact was 
in the area of personal motivation. Seventy six percent 
(76%) of respondents indicated that as an outcome of training 
they experienced a personal feeling "that action can and 
should be taken now to begin to solve the problem." This 
was complemented by the indication that close to seventy 
percent (70%) also felt an increase in the specific knowledge 
they had acquired regarding "actions to be taken at the local 
level." 

Figures can not tell the whole story of the multiplier 

process however. As a dissemination device , a multiplier 

can spread bad information as well as good. There was 

supporting evidence though in both the in-depth observations 

of seven states and the comments attached to returned 

training outcomes questionnaires that the program had 

achieved its expected impact at the local level. 

...During all my years in the field of ed- 
ucation , I have n^ver been as intricately 
involved in a program that has had as much 
impact on the local level, on teachers , 
students, community professionals and other 
educational support personnel. 

It's been a fantastic experience .. .truly 
effecting hundreds of individuals ... 

School Administrator 

...I also learne< how to relate to my own 
children better - Now I want to understand 
them better - £■ tell you the truth, I didn't 



* Unless otherwise iudicated, all quotations are from Section III, 
Observations of the Multiplier Process in 7 States. 
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think I could really understand them because 
I didn't think they wanted me to. Now I know 
I need to help them grow and I learned that 
kids want help in growing... 

Parent 

...I have never experienced being such a 
pivotal figure in any community project and 
I must say, I have never seen our community 
react so acceptingly to any educational 
program or project that has ever taken place. 
Of course , I’ve never been exposed to such an 
effective project myself. I can’t believe 
how kids , teachers , parents, all get in so 
heavily , become so committed , exhibit so much 
concern, and share so much energy... 

Guidance Counselor 



But there was also evidence that the information was not 

flowing smoothly in some states. 

...I would not really consider this any 
type of training. A fellow teacher merely 

presented us with some information about 
drugs, told us where to go for more infor- 
mation about drugs, and told us what she 
was going to do in her classes. It was 
interesting but I really didn’t learn any- 
thing I didn’t already know... 

Teacher 

...I think that if I had learned more about 
how the State Department of Education wanted 
me to do what they asked me to do, it would 
have been a better course. I just did the 
same thing to my students as they had done 
to me . . . 

Professor 

...The State Leadership Team isn't very 
effective merely because they don’t seem to 
be cognizant of or aware of what doesn’t 
work. I think that if we know what doesn't 
work, we can look for new ways of presenting 
information. . . 

Regional Coordinator 

...It was mentioned by various speakers that 
there were hopes that this program would meet 
some of the unmet needs of our students and 
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community people. However f I don't feel 
that anything was modeled at the State 
Conference that would facilitate the 
achievement of this objective . It may be 
that accidentally this objective will be 
met in some counties , but I don ' t feel that 
any structured portion of the design aims 
toward this. . . 

College Teacher 

...When I said that I would go to the 
State Training Session , I had no idea that 
I would have to go back to my Univ ersity to 
teach two courses . I think we should have 
known that this is what the State Department 
expected of us before we even went. . . 

Professor 

There were comments from many states which suggested 

that the time spent on training and planning at the local 

level was inadequate. 

...It was not as good as the one on the 
Local District Level that I went to, but 
we only had two days. It's hard to fit 
everything in, in two days... 

Teacher 

This problem may be caused by a limited perception of 
the multiplier concept. Viewing it as a delivery system 
alone — a tool for disseminating or spreading — may lead 
to an expectation that resources will thin-out as the 
furthest extremes are approached. Dissemination however, 
is only the government's concern. Those who are at points 
closest to the impact of the problem are more rightly con- 
cerned with access — access to the resources which will 
permit them to deal with the problem. One is not the inverse 
of the other. 

The difference in the two approaches can be illustrated 
with an analogy taken from a fuller discussion of this concept 
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in Section IV. If General Foods took as its role delivering 
to every family in the nation foods that each required to \ 
meet its daily nutritional needs, the corporation would go 
bankrupt. Instead, it delivers its products to storage 
points where the individual family will have access to them, 
and from which the nutrition decision-maker can choose what 
is necessary to meet the particular needs of her family. 

Choice and control are at the level where needs are best 
known, and services are not "delivered" to those who do not 
need them. 

This "bottom up" way of viewing the multiplier process 
may explain the frequent evidence of effective local impact 
in states where the dissemination process had proved faulty. 
While the Office of Education was restricted to one channel 
(the NDETP ) for putting forth its resources , the local 
community had no such limits. The startling figures presented 
in subsequent pages regarding the additional resources which 
were generated locally suggests that communities could, and 
did, "jump" levels of the pyramid, or even leave it completely, 
in order to deal with their needs. 
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Team Approach 



.. .Perhaps the most crucial aspect of the 
training model here described is the 
selection of teams. . .Teams should be 
interprofessional and interdisciplinary 
in nature. Experience in the general area 
of drug education will be helpful but is 
not essential . Classroom teachers, admin- 
istrators, community leaders. Community 
action representatives , school counselors , 
school psychologists , selected ex-addicts, 
parents, professionals , young people 
(college undergraduates , high school 
graduating seniors, Vista volunteers , 
teacher corp members , for example,) might 
be members of a team. The real criterion 
for including a given individual on a team 
is. his ability to relate and work with 
peer groups and, with youth. 

April, 1970 

The rationale for the utilization of teams lay in the 
previously mentioned unique nature of the drug problem. The 
fact that there are few adults today who have had adequate 
experience in dealing with either the causes of drug use or 
its effects made it mandatory that knowledge, skills, and 
experience be combined effectively if the problem were to be 
ameliorated . 

Information about the composition of state teams is 
found in TABLE 1. Although team size varied from 2 to 36 
persons at the state level, most states had less than two 
fulltime employees assigned to teams. Two states did not 
mount teams. A common characteristic of a state team was 
that they were comprised primarily of parttime people. 

An inspection of TABLE Id shows a wide array of 
team member affiliations and backgrounds from professionals 
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in state agencies to both "street" and "straight" youth. 

These were people who had the expertise of a professional 
and the experiences of an arduous social existence to con- 
tribute to the training program. 

Coordination of the state programs was generally in 
the hands of State Department of Education personnel. Thirty- 
four (34) of fifty-five (55) state coordinators also 
functioned as the state team leaders. TABLES la and lb show 
that although most of the team leadership emanated from the 
State Department of Education, there was a range of 
experience that included, among others, a juvenile services 
officer, a university professor, a public school teacher, and 
an individual with a public health background. 

The quantitative evidence is sketchy as to the composition 
of teams below the state level of training. However, there 
were indicators in the Training Outcomes analyses and the in- 
depth observations that are pertinent. 

The field observer had noted that teamwork — the 
ability for individuals to work cooperatively toward common 
goals — did not occur automatically when individuals are 
placed together. What was required were experiences during 
training which established these new relationships and 
encouraged cooperative functioning. The Training Outcomes 
questionnaire asked respondents whether they had received 
specific training in the "creation and operation of task- 
oriented teams." Only 40% indicated they had. It would 
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appear that the extent and nature of training for team 

building should be given further thought. Factors which 

relate to this would include a clear understanding of 

purposes , and selection criteria related to those same ends. 

...Sufficient information was not given to 
the superintendents so that the most re- 
sourceful people within the local district 
be identified . . . 

Teacher 

...Because the team hand picked the trainees , 
we were able to arrive at a common philosophy , 
that is, that drugs are merely a symptom of a 
problem. This in itself was a major accomplish- 
ment, to get a group of such high powered indi- 
viduals to agree on one such basic thing... 

University Instructor 

...We should have had better defined selection 
criteria for the participants , and we could have 
had more support from the higher ups. 

There is need for the involvement of people 
who have greater decision-making roles in 
this program than our team members have... 

School Administrator 

The comments of state and local program participants 
leave little doubt that the effectiveness of the team strategy 
can be felt when it is properly applied. Moreover, the 
absence of team cooperation can also be discerned at the 
local level. 

.. .The clash between the team members, and the 
competition for control of the training session 
was evident. The clash of the team members 
caused a watering down of the whole program. 

One team member wanted to call all the shots. 

On the whole, this wasn't all a bad thing be- 
cause it is a real problem in any team effort... 

University Instructor 

...Most of the time we worked in groups with 
the state team members working as group leaders. 

They are the ones that got us to discuss the 
issues that have to be worked through before 
people can work together as a team. For a 

ERjt 
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group of people vo become a team, you really 
have to understand individual differences 
and know why you are working together . 

Our team is just great. I’ve really 
gotten to love each one of them for what 
they are . . . 

Community Professional 

...The most beneficial portion of the 
program was the opportunity to relate to 
youth and other professionals sharing a 
concern for the same issue, drug use. I 
learned much more about why the youth feel 
the way they do than I ever expected to. 

I truly wish that this type of training 
could be had by all teachers , students , and 
community people. However , I think that 
the people running the program had problems 
among themselves. They weren't organized 
enough. More time should have been spent 
in p lanning . . . 

School Administrator 

...In reality we are working against each 
other, not with each other. It’s hard to 
pretend. Kids know we- are not together. It 
is so obvious that we fight each other. I 
think someone should come from the outside 
and help us get it together... 

Team Member 

...I really can’t evaluate the whole 
program because each member of the team 
(l student, 2 teachers , l community person) 
presented a different lecture and we didn't 
always go to each other's. However, I did 
get a letter from one of the mothers 
saying that they enjoyed the program very 
much. . .' 

Teacher 

...The students seemed to be interested in 
the topic. I invited consultants in to speak 
on their specialities as they related to the 
drug problem . A doctor , a lawyer, a pharmacist, 
college students, and someone from the State 
Department of Education all came in, to speak 
to my students . They seemed to enjoy this and 
I feel that having these lecturers come in was 
the most advantageous thing I did. I could 
have never presented the information from all 
of those areas as well as they did. This was th 
the first time I ever did that in any of my 
graduate classes... 
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School-Community Cooperation 



...In order for a drug abuse program to be 
success fulj educators and citizens must 
face the fact that a severe community -wide 
problem exists. All segments of the 
communitii shouTA beactive_ly involved if 
tKere is to Fe a so TutTon to the "proSlem . , . 

April, 1970 

It has been noted that these management or process 
strategies are not mutually exclusive. Home-school 
cooperation, inter-agency cooperation, and youth involvement 
might be considered as sub-strategies of the general team 
approach which was taken in this program. 

Cooperation among homes , schools , and communities was 
a particularly important part of the NDETP design. The 
behavior of young people which they were mutually attempting 
to influence was a product of the influence of the over- 
lapping home, school and community environments. It required 
that they recognize their common interest and their inter- 
dependence if any one of them were to have an effect. 

An examination of TABLES 3 and 3a indicates that a 
significent proportion of reported trainees — 37,664 — 
were representative of community and home interests. This 
would appear to be supportive of the broadened definition of 
"educational personnel" which the Bureau of Educational 
Personnel Development applied to this training program. State 
team make-up, as shown in TABLE Id also reveals heavy involve- 
ment of community-oriented persons . 

The Training Outcomes Questionnaire was not designed to 
obtain a high degree of specific information about community 
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participation, however, there is an indication that 
educators view this relationship as having greater importance 
than do other categories of respondents. 

As with the other cooperative strategies, participant 
comments suggest that the values of school-community 
cooperation can be learned through exposure to both good 
and bad examples. 

...I think that this would have been a great 
program if we had students and parents there 
with the teachers . After participating in 
this program and then participating in the 
one for the students and also the one for the 
parents , I realized that they should have 
been mixed together. The same things discussed 
and felt by the teachers were also expressed by 
both the students and the parents... 

Teacher 

...I really learned a lot in the course. It 
was great to have teachers , students , and 
community people working together . The adults 
could be much more objective than the students 
and I think this obj ectivity is important but 
the students also contributed much from their 
experiences and their friend's experiences... 

Teacher 



...The mixture of students , educators and 
community people was good. Almost every time 
a problem comes up, we find ourselves blaming 
the structure of our school districts . This 
is not fair. The schools are not totally 
responsible. The entire community is... 

Student 

...There should have been more parents and 
community people invited to take part in the 
training . The teachers and school admin- 
istrators wasted a lot of time protecting 
themselves , their expected roles, rather than 
interactivity with the students . This aspect 
of personal interaction between adults and 
youth is essential, along with the learning 
of factual information if the drug dilemma is 
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to be looked at objectively . Being 
defensive helps no one. All it allows 
for is further polarization . . . 

local School Administrator 

...I learned how the people came in 
contact with drugs. Bach user of drugs has 
different reasons . There is no set form 
or pattern. This is why it is so hard to 
treat the problem. The young people know this 
so that when there is a drug education program 
in the schools, they sometimes know more 
than the educators . That is why teachers, 
students , and parents should all learn 
together . . . 

Community Professional 

...I am working as a group discussion leader 
for kids who have problems with alcohol. 

They come over to my house every Sunday, for 
meetings , and some other adults with similar 
problems come too. I still meet with the 
team once during the week to let them know 
how my group is going and I hear about how 
their groups are going. 

I don't know how we never did this before. 

It was always that I wanted to help out kids, 
but I guess I just didn't know how. I wouldn't 
give this up for anything. 

If every community could have the spirit we 
have, the support we have been to each other! 
Young, old, middle-age , everyone. 

God, I guess, is really alive around here in 
every single person. It's like a miracle. 

Things have really changed since this whole 
thing started about four months ago... 

Parent 

...I learned to be a bit more tolerant of' 
people. I became more aware of other people. 

I always knew that other people were important , 
but I don't think I knew how important or 
maybe I didn't think that they were as important 
as me. That is a : eal difficult thing for me 
to admit . . . 

Teacher 
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...The intent is to train state teams to be 
able to effectively train local teams to 
return to their school communities to analyze 
the dru£_ problem and needs at the local level , 
to T^entzf^ the resources available 3 to 
consider possible apjproaches_, and to organize 
a total school -community effort for effective 
drug education training... 

April, 1970 



The strategy of promoting cooperation among social 
agencies in a community has to take into account the fact 
that most agencies tend not to define themselves in terms of 
the goals they seek, but rather by the dissimilarity of the 
means they apply to reach them. Competition for the 
community's human services dollar further discourages 
effective cooperation or coordination. 

Information in TABLE Id indicates that most states 
involved persons from other state and local agencies as parti- 
cipants in the planning and implementation of the state drug 
education training program. Additionally, TABLE lc suggests 
the diversity in the backgrounds of the consultants used to 
support the state level training programs. Although the 
nature of the formal relationships cemented through this 
activity is unknown it seems safe to assume that improved 
relations have occurred. In support of this, at least three 
State Teams gave heavy emphasis to collaborative relations 
between educators and law enforcement officials as a basis 
for training. In other states this occurre at the local 
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...This experience was the greatest thing 
that has ever happened to me. I've been 
a policeman for IS years and I've gone to 
every kind of training program I could 
pos siblely attend. The police department 
sends men for all types of training. Well , 
this program was the best I ever went to. 

When I got back , I told our captain that 
every policeman should go through it... 

Policeman 

...At first j I tried to figure out what 
was happening . I knew community people 
were going to be at the training sessionj 
but I coundn't figure out what they would 
be doing there. . I guess I just didn't 
know - because it wouldn't have been one- 
half as good as it was without them there. 
They play such an important role in our 
community and I had really never thought 
about it before. The guy in our group 
was a policeman. The kids grew to love him 
so much. The whole thing was just unreal. 

Now he comes to the school to rap with 

the kids about different kinds of problems.,. 

Teacher 



As was the case with the provision of training 

experiences which would facilitate team relationships , there 

were frequent notations in the in-depth studies of the need 

for skills that would promote cooperation among organizations. 

Both state and local leaders apparently felt the need for 

assistance on organizational development. 

...We gave team members directions s we told 
them what we wanted them to do upon returning 
to their communities , but what we did not do 
was teach them how to do it. It is a 
'difficult involved, process but one which must 
be struggled through if we are seriously 
committed to the multiplier effect... 

State Team member 
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The payoff of this form of collaborative effort can 
be observed from the comments of some of those who experi- 
enced it. 

...This is the first time I've really seen 
inter-agency cooperation in this county. It 
was just so refreshing to see teachers , students , 
parents, and community people working together 
who are all concerned about the same problem . 

This is something I read about as being the 
best way to deal with a problem but the first 
time I've really seen it done... 

Welfare Social Worker 

...I would like very much to see more workshops 
like this one. They are badly needed in our 
community . More groups of people made up of all 
professions like ours was, should get together 
to work this issue out for themselves. It's 
not an easy job , but it really pays off in the 
end. . . 

Policeman 

...It was just great seeing students , school 
administrators , the police, teachers , and 
parents all working on trying to really 
understand each other and learn real factual 
information together. I could hardly believe 
it. • • 

Teacher 
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Youth Involvement 



...Next, we must appreciate the potent force 
of peer pressure. The imvolj)_emerit of youth 
in any drug education program is of paramount 
importance . . . 

April, 1970 



Youth involvement in team training was an important part 
of the national strategy. The program had established as an 
expectation that involvement of young people in planning, 
implementation and as trainers would provide mutual benefits. 
They would bring to the programs a base of experience and a 
view of the world which most adults could not have. At the 
same time they would be afforded the opportunity to bear 
interdependent responsibility for dealing with a major 
community concern. 

The benefits were equally felt: 

...I learned that in order to learn about 
drugs, it is important to talk with and 
listen to the problems of youth. Anyone 
can help in working with this issue if they 
are willing to understand what the kids are 
thinking about. It doesn’t make any 
difference what profession one is in or 
whether or not they are working with kids. 

We are all part of the problem. . • 

Community Professional 

...I am really grateful to the person who 
asked me to participate in the State Work- 
shop. I don’t know why the high school 
principal asked me because I don’t use 
drugs or anything . I’m really kind of 
straight . But, I learned that kids that use 
drugs have the same kind of problems I 
have. They just take drugs instead of 
doing some of the things I do... 

Student 
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To what extent were youth involved in training, planning, 
and executing state drug education programs? Forty-one of 
55 states and territories had youth involved either as state 
team training members or as participating youth consultants 
in the initial state training programs. 

Of the 222 students and other youth responding to the 
Training Outcomes questionnaire only about 50% indicated that 
they were involved in any aspect of drug education or 
rehabilitation after having received their NDETP training. 
However, the percentage of students not involved in such 
drug prevention work is significantly greater in the third 
sample than in the first two. This may be due to the fact 
that students sampled in September 1971 were more 
representative of the local level where opportunities to 
serve as a trainer were limited. In other words, these 
were probably ultimate consumers of drug education in the 
classroom. 

Also of note is that 56% of all respondents felt that 

their involvement with youth in drug education training 

had been a significant outcome of their training experience. 

...The moet valuable thing I learned from 
this workshop is that adults are really no 
different from kids. They do the same 
things as adults , for pretty much the 
same reason but the only difference is in the 
things they choose to do. Some choose to smoke 
grass once in awhile just as some adults choose 
to drink. - The legal aspect is really a 
problem for the kids when looking at the drug 
s s u & • • • 
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...What I learned at the State Training 
Session has not only helped me relate to 
kids who are using drugs , hut also to 
kids in general. Sometimes it is very easy 
not to get involved with those people we 
are really supposed to be helping. I think 
that a wall was beginning to be built up 
between me and some of the kids. I don't 
feel that it is there any more... 

Guidance Counselor 

Open communication between adults and youth does not 

come easily for many people The physical presence alone 

of young people will not always assure, nor necessarily 

contribute to, this end. Here too, there may be a need 

for training experiences which not only model the desired 

behavior - in this case open communication — but which 

also teach how to facilitate it in others. 

...The high school students who took the course 
did not do as well or contribute as much as 
the adults. The information seemed to be 
too complicated for them. This could have 
been my fault because I really didn't know 
how to use them that well. It was very 
difficult for me to give everyone the same 
information when the youth were there. Yet , 
the youth were an important part of the course... 

Professor 

...I feel that there should have been more 

students in the course. Maybe I should say 

youth because we were all students in a 

sense. The youth were definitely out numbered 

and I think that this is why they acted so 

defensively . On many issues it was obvious 

that it was "us against them."... Public Health Nurse 

...We keep saying that we need to involve 
students , but I have yet to be part of an 
organized program where students are really 
involved in designing it. This bothers me. 

Even in the drug program I conducted for 
teachers , I didn't involve students . I must 
admit that I didn't know how to involve them 
in a way the teachers would accept. Maybe we 
can learn through this program . . . 

School Administrator 
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...There should definitely have been more 
students and community people in the 
course. These are the people we really 
have to educate. It seems to take so long 
for teachers to learn something , then for 
them to learn how to teach that and finally , 
for them to do it. But , when you teach a 
group of students something they and their 
friends want to learn about , they can 
spread it faster to other students than 

teachers can. . . ..... 

Minister 

There can be little question that in many cases the 
involvement of youth helped to support the basic person- 
centered approach of the National program. Stereotyping 
of all members of a group diminished as individuals had 
opportunities to relate to one another in terms of their 
mutual desires to eliminate drug abuse. 



...From thi3 training I learned that there 
actually was a drug problem here in my community . 
I found the high school students , ones with 
long hair included , to be a lot smarter than 
I thought they were. At the beginning of the 
workshop , the first day or so, I thought that the 
students were belligerent and disrespectful, 
but in their apparent rebellion I found them to 
be very honest. Before this workshop I must 
admit that I was very unsympathetic , but my 
attitude toward youth, toward my own community 
really changed . The change was uncomfortable at 
first but now I'm getting use to it. It is a 
great feeling to understand a person. It takes 
time and. effort but after all that I know what he 
or she is all about makes you feel good because 
you have respected them... 

Teacher 
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...It must therefore be viewed as seed money 
or as a catalys_t designed to stimulat e supplementary 
efforts by States and localities... 

April, 1970 



It was one of the conditions of this overall national 
program that minimum federal resources had to have maximum 
effect. State grants were as small as $40 ,000 and no larger 
than $250,000. 

The significant figures presented in TABLE 5 which 
indicate that $2,379 ,000 in other funds and services were 
generated as a consequence of this program in 22 states 
may be taken as an indication of both the seriousness of 
the problem at local levels and the ability of the program 
to motivate for action. 

There may be clues in the management strategies applied 
to this program which can point toward the solution of the 
critical problems of sharing and controlling federal, state 
and local resources. 

There were opinions expressed during the conduct of the 
1970-71 program that suggest that money may not be the 
answer to all problems. 

...Too much money would ruin the program; 
but we do need some. We could go to help other 
communities, and they could help us... 

Teacher 
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...I don’t know why we would want any 
support , except community support. We are 
politically involved locally a but money would 
ruin the program. All we really need is more 
time and more people , then we would have more 
love everywhere... 

Student 

These comments are not presented to suggest any generalizable 
conclusions, but they are of interest in light of the remarks 
of one of the National Action Committee members after exten- 
sive visits to projects in the field. He suggested that in 
some cases the provision of a federal grant changes the 
nature of the project's goals. Their problem is re-defined 
as "how to spend the money?" Furthermore, it sets up power 
and control conflicts when the grant recipient is encouraged 
to work "cooperatively" with other agencies. The fear of a 
cut-off of funds takes on overriding significance. 

This may be an area which deserves further attention 
from those interested in social program management. 
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...However, if because of this year we have 
made some positive changes in the behavior o/ 
teachers^ j vf we have in some way helped to 
brT^e^^he communication gap between the genera- 
tions} Tf we have Just "made some school s more 
ex c itin£ places to be because of our premise 
that this is an educational problem and a "people " 
problem, then, I believe we can point to this 
program as a success. After all, the Nation's 
concern about drug abuse might must be the 
Trojan Horse, which inside the walls of the 
Establishment , may be instrumental in the im- 
provement of education to make it more respon- 
sive to basic human needs... 

April, 1970 

This hope, expressed by Dr. Davies at the program's in- 
ception, was not directly part of the assessment effort. There 
are two indicators however , which might suggest that progress 
has been made in this direction. 

Respondents to the Training Outcomes questionnaire in- 
dicated several kinds of instructional activity which they 
felt were beneficial to them. In particular, activity dealing 
with the improvement of problem solving skills, evaluative 
skills, and skills conducive to working with cross-cultural 
and bilingual groups, as well as activities which contributed 
to development of self-awareness were all given emphasis. 
Twenty-three percent of all respondents felt that the training 
they had received in the development of self-awareness was 
most beneficial. 
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In assessing the importance of various training proce- 
dures on various participants, data was collected which per- 
mits a comparison between the kinds of training methods 
actually received by participants, the kinds of training 
methods that participants would choose to use as trainers 
themselves, and the kinds of training methods they actually 
had utilized as trainers. An analysis of this data shows 
that the most frequently used methods of instruction to which 
participants were exposed were lectures, lectures with follow- 
up discussion, panel discussions, films and other media, and 
small group discussions. All five of these methods were used 
with well over 50% of the respondents. Much less frequently 
mentioned as methods were field trips, problem solving, role 
playing, case studies and dramatic presentations. Between 
20 and 40% of all participants were exposed to these latter 
methods . 

A decisive shift in these percentages is noted when one 
looks at the methods participants would prefer to use as 
trainers. In four of the five cases the percentages of choice 
of types of methods to which participants were most often ex- 
posed are sharply reduced. Conversely, those methods to which 
participants were less frequently exposed are given higher 
percentages of choice. In fact, there are no exceptions to 
this shift. So, for example, although only 18% of the respon- 
dents indicated they had participated in field trips, 33% would 
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want to use them for training purposes. And although only 
20% were exposed to the use of case studies as trainees, 
32% would want to use the case study method as a trainer. 

What respondents have actually done is somewhat 
disparate with what they have said they would like to do 
as trainers. In fact, a rank ordering of methods actually 
used is almost identical with a rank ordering with the 
frequency of methods to which participants were exposed. 
Nevertheless, the implication is clear that participants 
in this program who have found themselves in the role of 
trainee as well as trainer have experienced insights into 
the strengths and weaknesses of instructional methods 
which they can at least verbalize if not actualize. 

Of course the absolute indicator of success, as 
expressed by Dr. Davies, would be positive behavioral 
changes in teachers and a bridge across the communications 
gap. Some of these indices of progress may be in the 
thoughts expressed below. 

...I enjoyed the training. It was the best 
thing that has ever happened to me. At one time t 
I was most concerned about the 'student- teacher 
gap. 1 Now I know that there is no such thing. 

There is only a communication gap if you let one 
be there t if you build one. It was worth more 
than all the college courses I've ever taken. 

I can walk into any class now and be a real 
teacher. Three months ago I didn't know what a 
real teacher was... 

Teacher 
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...It was great being on the same level as 
everyone . No age stuff, no one made you feel 
like just a kid, a dumb student. I learned it! 

It really happened! .. . 

Student 

...This was a very moving experience for me 
because in that house I met a student who was 
really messed up by drugs. He was a student that 
I had had in class a year ago. In class he did 
well, he was on the baseball team and appeared to 
be a guy who was very sure of himself. I began 
to wonder if I could have done anything to prevent 
him from getting where he is now. Maybe if I had 
tried to get to know him better then, helped him 
out with things that may have been bothering him, 
maybe he wouldn't be where he is now... 

University Professor 

...Sometimes adults make me feel like I’m 
stupid for not knowing everything . This ex- 
perience taught me that some adults will listen 
to me and help me understand what I need to know 
to become the person I want to be... 

...I don’t want to be a drug freak. I want 
to be a person who always knows what he is doing 
to himself - I want to be sensible in dealing 
with myself. . . 

Student 

...The drug problem is much more encompassing 
than I had ever realized . The inability of teachers 
and adults to communicate with youth, especially 
youth with problems , is much more serious than I 
realized before. I am now beginning to understand 
what the youth are trying to say, to have us hear, 
to do. It seems unbelievable that for all these 
years I have never really thought so much about this... 

Teacher 

...Some teachers really seemed like they were 
really together . They showed that they really 
cared about kids and stuff. Man, I was really 
surprised. . . 
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...I feel really bad for teachers who are also 
parents. They must find it real hard because the 
school kind of doesn't like teachers getting 
friendly with students and a lot of teachers want 
to . . . 



...This was really a great thing. I wish all 
the teachers at my school could go. I bet if they 
taught us school stuff the way those people taught 
us about drugs, so many kids wouldn't quit school 
or flunk out. I heard one teacher say that he was 
really going to try to get to know his students 
better. That's really great. I got to know my 
English teacher in a real different way. I could 
hardly believe how nice he was. What a difference 
from schoo l. . . 

Student 

...The Regional Conference was not really a 
training as such. We heard different speakers 
talk about the drug scene, about the physiological , 
psychological , and legal aspects of drugs. They 
presented us with all sorts of materials, and factual 
information and told us that we were responsible to 
bring this information back to teachers and students . 
However y they didn't tell us how to do it. They told 
us not to just lecture to the student 8 1 but that is 
all most teachers know how to do. Just tel_lin£ them 
not to do that doesn '_t teach them how to do something. 
di^_ferejrtVy . . . 

...If the program was to give us factual information 
about drugs, then it was quite successful. But I under- 
stood that it was to do more than that and I don't think 
t d ct . . . 

Guidance Counselor 

...The group dynamic techniques were really great 
tools to bring back to the classroom . They have really 
helped me in my classroom teaching . I teach English 
and I really use the small group discussions , the fish 
bowl, the talk behind your back and other techniques I 
learned at the Workshop. . . 

Teacher 
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...You know , I muet say that some people didn't 
like it as much as I did. Some individuals felt 
that they didn't want to waste their time listening 
to and talking with kids, especially kids who use 
drugs. 1 could hardly believe this because eome of 
these people were Guidance Counselors . Well, I 
guess it takes all types to make a world... 

Community Professional 

...I really learned a lot about teachers, and 
now I know that many of them are great people who 
care about us. Now I can get help from teachers 
and other students . Now I can help them too * You 
really need to help each other today. I can learn 
a lot more because I know that they really want to 
teach you - to help you... 

Student 

...In class we had three neat RAP Sessions after 
people told us stuff. Those discussions were great 
because you could talk about anything. My teacher 
really didn't get mad or anything. We fust said 
how we felt. It would be great if we could do that 
in other classes. I know you couldn't do it all the 
time , but when you really want to know something or 
say something you think is important , it would be 
great if we just could - like we did about drugs... 

...There are a lot of things we could learn about 
in school if they would let us. Like about college, 

God, sports, and stuff. You know, those things you 
think about and wish you knew about. . . 

Student 

...The teachers liked it too. But, you could tell 
that some teachers just wanted to know if we took drugs. 
That kind of spoilt it. Not all the teachers were like 
that. Some teachers love to RAT on you - you know what 
I mean . . . 

...I've told my parents about this and they read 
about it in the paper too. There was a big story on 
what the Guidance Counselor did. She is really a 
neat teacher. All the kids really like her. We kind 
of helped her out at the beginning... 

...Man, if all teachers were like her, no one 
would do the crazy things they do like drugs and 
stuff ... 

Student 
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...Another thing that really disturbed me 
about the Conference was the lecturers kept 
telling us that we are not supposed to lecture 
about drug information to students' and we 
shouldn't just give them material to read a but 
that is what they did to us. If they had told 
u 8 a different way to present this information , 
maybe we could have gone back to our classrooms 
to do it. They told us not to do just what 
they were doing... 

Teacher 
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"People” Experts 



. . . First of all , it is not a drug problem 
as much as it is a ' people ' problem. We are 
not about to train teachers as drug experts 
but , hopefully , as ' people ' experts... 

April , 1970 

Indications of the attainment of this particular goal 
may be found in the means employed to achieve it as much as 
in specific observable products. It was successfully reached 
to the extent that individuals were able to become part of the 
person-centered overall approach. The functioning parts of 
this approach were the strategies directed at bring together 
and relating human efforts which have been discussed in the 
previous pages. 

Evidence has been presented that the drug "problem" can 
serve as a catalyst around which parents and children, teachers 
and students, law enforcement officials, and other public ser- 
vice personnel can begin to perceive one another as individual 
human beings; and, most significantly, can begin to modify 
their relationships — both personal and institutional— —to take 
into account and support this new awareness. 

While this assessment could not measure generalizable 
effect, the words of the participants can serve again as 
indicators : 

...I personally have experienced as much frus- 
tration as satisfaction. However t the people I 
have met and grown to deeply respect certainly make 
up for the other. The kids have been fust great... 

School Administrator 
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...I learned the necessary communication skills. 

I also learned that people have different backgrounds y 
and are really different y yet in a way have a lot in 
common . 

...Since this training y I have found myself more 
accepting y both of teachers and other people , I am 
much more broadminded . I also made, a lot of great 
friends . . ! 

Student 

...People are really funny. I'm including me 
in that. I never realized before that I had most 
kids in one set and really treated them all pretty 
much the same way. I guess that since I started 
teaching y I never took the time to look at kids 
outside of the classroom - outside of the one 
relationship I had with them y that of teacher... 

Teacher 

...I was so surprised to discover how individuals 
from such different backgrounds had so much in common. 
We all cared for each other in such different ways yet y 
it took awhile to learn just what role every person 
plays in his community... 

Parent 

...This program really helped me understand them 
better y the stages they may be going through y the 
problems they are facing y the things they are thinking 
about y and some of the ways I can help them. It was 
just so great listening to how honest these kids are y 
how much they are willing to share y how they gave y and 
that they really do want our help... 

Parent 

...J found myself asking why people act the way 
they do. I can watch my family talk together and 
try to figure out what makes them do the things they 
do. I look at people more as human beings rather than 
one big machine... 

Student 

...Ies y we learned all about drugs. The people 
that gave us talks and stuff really know everything . 
The kids know a lot too y but drugs aren't really a 
problem. That I learned , too. The whole mess with 
drugs are really problems of people. If everyone 
could just give time to help each other out... 

Policeman 
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...If one week of this type of experience can 
make me, one individual , so much stronger , committed 
to people with needs different from my own, more 
open to kids, to my own wife, it should he given 
top priority . . . 

Teacher 

...I learned .a few facts, but those aren’t as 
important as learning from the people there. The 
greatest thing I learned was to relate to teachers 
and kids that aren’t like me. I never really talked 
to those people before... 



Student 
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Conclusion 

The evidence collected for this assessment suggests that 
the federal government's expectations for this program have 
been adequately fulfilled. 

The urgency of the problem, coupled with society's lack 
of experience-based answers to it, served to override the 
traditional barriers imposed by old assumptions as to "what 
works", personal roles, and institutional responsibilities and 
relationships. New methods were used. States, left largely 
to their own devices, came up with a startling array of pro- 
cedures for serving program purposes. Not all worked but most 
appear to have been successful . 

Perhaps most importantly, it would appear that most of 
the goal assumptions of the Office of Education's National Program 
have been confirmed. 

The federal government can create a cooperative partner- 
ship with state and community agencies. This relationship 
based upon mutual goals can take into account both the needs 
of the agencies closest to the problem to develop "answers" 
appropriate to their particular situation; as well as the needs 
of the federal government to have assurance that its overall 
efforts are progressing in a positive direction and are indeed 
having specific impact at the points where the problems occur. 

A sharing of responsibility which reflects a recognition of the 
interdependence of "process" and "product" would appear to be 
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attainable. What may be evident in this program could be the 
early development of a manageable scheme for dealing effectively 
with both process and product without requiring that the control 
of both be in the same agency. 

The results of the 1970-71 program support the viability 
of the use of the institution of public education as a vehicle 
for organizing, planning and executing training and prevention 
programs which have impact across all elements of a community. 
Thousands of school districts have effectively responded to 
the challenge . Hundreds of thousands of students and teachers 
have been meaningfully involved in state programs which not 
only disseminated essential information but changed the way 
in which people react to the drug problem, encouraged them to 
try to solve the problem, and stimulated new insights into the 
educational process itself. 

The National Drug Education Training Program stimulated 
not only millions of dollars of local expenditure but har- 
nessed people to work together in a common cause recognized 
in almost every American community. 

Unfortunately, the funds available for this evaluation 
were not sufficient to permit a state by state examination 
of the success and failure of specific methods. Neither were 
adequate funds available to collect and analyze samples of 
impact data sufficiently large to permit reliable state by 
state comparisons. However, the overall effect of the program 
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as inferred from state design information, the monitoring of 
those outcome survey data, and the several in-depth studies, 
is clear: The initial one-year program achieved its modest 

objectives, and the methods it employed promise a still more 
significant contribution to the solution of the national drug 
abuse problem. 
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SECTION II 

WORK PERFORMED UNDER THIS CONTRACT 



Information Collection and Analysis 
Information Reporting 
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WORK PERFORMED UNDER THIS CONTRACT 

A brief historical account of the contractor's method- 
ology, and strategies, including some of the constraints 
on the tasks, has been presented in Section I of this report. 

The specific tasks undertaken by E. F. Shelley & Co., Inc. 
for the U. S. Office of Education encompassed the functions 
of information collection and analysis , and information 
reporting . The work that was accomplished is reported here 
in terms of those two functions; collection and analysis 
(pages 50 - 184) , and reporting (pages 186 - 187) . 

The chronological milestones of the year's work are 
displayed graphically on the following page in order to 
illustrate the interrelationships among program and infor- 
mation activities. 
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INFORMATION COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

The two basic information collection forms were: 

— a Design Instrument 

— a Training Outcomes questionnaire 

In addition, several supplementary forms were developed in 
response to specific Office of Education needs during the 
year : 

— Program Information Update Forms 
— In-depth Process Observation Interview Formats 

— a Basic Assumptions Questionnaire 

— a Narrative Questionnaire (for HEW/OPPE) 

Design Instrument 

This form was structured to make explicit the intents, 
commitments, and expectations of state projects. These 
intentions covered a careful delineation of who would do the 
training, who would be trained, what would be transmitted 
during training (content) , the manner in which training would 
be conducted (method) , as well as a careful listing of purposes. 
A sample of the 3 forms which comprised the instrument can 
be found on pages 53 to 56 . To ensure the comparability of 
this essential program distribution information across all 
states, a user's guide and taxonomy was constructed that pro- 
vided a convenient and precise terminology for types of 
participants (which included both trainers, and trainees) , 
types of method, categories of content, and purposes. 
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The design instrument was developed as the basic means 
to trace the multiplier effect of the National program 
across all levels of state organization to the ultimate 
trainee. It proved to be an effective collection device in 
those state programs that followed the multiplier format, 
and whose staff had received sufficient training from the 
NAC in its use. 

It was not as effective for the collection of information 
at the local levels of training, where the control or influ- 
ence oi state-level program staff was diminished. 

As a tool for influencing, or shaping projects in the 
field, the instrument had reported positive effects. This 
could be expected if one recalls that most state projects had 
minimal planning time. Consequently, the purposes that were 
cited in their proposals seldom had been tested against their 
own experience. What they put on paper might have reflected 
what was thought that the Office of Education wanted, or might 
simply be "first-cuts" at making explicit their intents. In 
those projects where planning was still in early stages the 
design instrument helped to "force" program planners to 
think about purposes and how methods related to them. 

The information derived from this instrument was of 
value for descriptive purposes and for establishing a base 
line for later progress assessment efforts. The information 
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reported on Forms 1, 2, and 3 of the design instrument is 
displayed in the following tables: 
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TABLE 1 - DESCRIPTION OF STATE LEADERSHIP TEAM 

TABLE la - SUMMARY INFORMATION - STATE COORDINATOR 
TABLE lb - SUMMARY INFORMATION - STATE TEAM LEADER 
TABLE 1C - LIST OF CONSULTANTS REPORTED USED 
TABLE Id - DESCRIPTION OF STATE LEADERSHIP TEAM MEMBERS 
BACKGROUNDS 

TABLE 2 - NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS PARTICIPATING 

IN 1970-71 STATE TRAINING PROGRAMS 
TABLE 2a - SUMMARY OF TRAINEE EXPECTATION DATA 
CONTRASTED TO ACTUAL REPORTING DATA 
TABLE 3 - NUMBER, TYPE, AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF 

NDETP TRAINEE BY STATE/TERRITORY 
TABLE 3a - NUMBER, TYPE, AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF 
NDETP TRAINEE BY STATE/TERRITORY (UPDATED 
THROUGH SUMMER, 1971) 

TABLE 4 - DURATION OF TRAINING 

The information regarding purposes and methods from 
Form 3 of the design instrument is reported separately on 
a state by state basis in Appendix A. - PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS 
PURPOSES AND METHODS BY STATES/TERRITORIES. 
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YOUR STATE/ TERRITORY 

FORM 1 
Section 1 

DESCRIPTION OF YOUR STAFF 

1. The Name of Your Program: 

2. Information About the State Program Director: 



( Name ) 




(Area Code / Telephone Number) 


( Mailing Address) 


(City) 


(State) (Zip Code) 



COMPLETE EITHER ITEM 3 OR ITEM 4, WHICHEVER IS APPLICABLE: 

3. The Name of Your Previous Employer and Position, If you left this position to become State Drug Education Program Director: 



4. The Name of Your Employing Institution and Your Regular Position ( Le. , State Director of Health): 



r 

r 



5. A. Information About The State Team Leader: 

Give Name - Address - City/State - Phone No. Check Whether He/She Is: Identify Hls/Her Background 

Using Appropriate Background Code 
“ Full-time or Part-time from Appendix A: 

Temporary or 

Permanent through June 1971 



f 

] 



5. B. List All Other State Program Staff By: 

Check Appropriate Boxes To Functional Title as a Background Code 

NAME ONLY Describe Each Member** Statue Staff or Team Member from Appendix A 
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FORM 1 
Sect! no 2 

LEA COMMITMENT OBTAINED 



YOUR STATE / TERRITORY 



6. Lift the Number nf LEAi In Your State/Territory: 

(Total Number nf LEA*) 

7. Of These, Hnw Many LEA* Will Participate In Your Drug Educatinn Training Program: 

(Number Participating) 



Sectinn 3 

FORMAT OF YOUR STATE *S "MULTIPLIER EFFECT" 



8. A. Describe the "Multiplier Effect" Training Team Format Which Your State/Territory It Using. Samples Are Shown In 
Examples I, 2, 3 and 4. In the Space Provided Below These Examples Fill In Your Stated "Multiplier Effect" Format, 
Showing Numbert nf Team Membeit at Each Level and ProlectctL Numbers nf People Tn Be Trained at Each Level: 



Example 1: 

State Training Team 

Regional Training Teams 

County Training Teams 

LEA Training Teams 

Other Local S chool/ Community Teams or Personnel 



Example 2: 

State Training Team 

Regional Training Teams OR County Training Teams 
LEA Training Teams 

Other Lncal School/Cnmmunlty Teams or Personnel 



Example 3: 

State Training Team 

Large City Training Teams 8 Cnuntv Teams 
LEA Training Teams 

Other Local School/Cnmmunlty Teams nr Personnel 



Example 4: 

State Training Team 

LEA Training Teams 

Other Local School/Cnmmunlty Teams nr Personnel 



FORMAT OF YOUR STATE * S "MULTIPLIER EFFECT" 

Numbers nf Team Members ON ( fill In blank ) Training Teams REACHING (HU in blank). Number Trained 



Team Members 


ON 


STATE 


Training Team 


REACHING 


Number Trained 


Team Members 


ON 




Raining Teams 


REACHING 


Number Trained 


Team Members 


ON 




Training Teams 


REACHING 


Number Trained 


Team Members 


ON 




Training Teams 


REACHING 


Number Trained 


Team Members 


ON 




Training Teams 


REACHING 


Number Trained 


Team Members 


ON 




Training Teams 


REACHING 


Number Trained 


Team Members 


ON 




Training Teams 


REACHING 


Number Trained 



(If you have more than one format, use supplemental FORM Is to explain) 



8. B. Estimate the Tntal Number nf Teachers, Youth and Others Wnrklng with Youth that Will Have Been Trained In Your 
State/Territory by June 30, 1971: 

(Estimated Tntal Number Trained) 

Your Name (Typed) Tltlet * — D,te ' 



Your Signature 






T 
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(NOTE : LIST ONE (1) TRAINING PROGRAM PER PAGE) 















7 










i 

I 

I 

1 

r 



.1 

' r 

.1 



* ^ 

it 



I 



l 



J 

l 




57 



I 

r 

i 

r 

[ 

[ 

i 

f 

i 

F 

F 



TABLI. I. DESCRIPTION OE 1111 STATE LEADERSHIP TUNIS (Data Supplied by Each State / Teirttay t© USOE (or the NDETP Asiessmert) 



s r ah / i nt it i ton s 


1 

SIZ1 Ol 
STATE 
LIADERSHIP 
Tl AM 


Number on Team 
Attending Each 
National Training 
Center* 


Number of Team Member* 
*F. 

Training Administrative 
Team Staff 


Number of Team Members Who Are t 

Full Part Tempo- Perma- 

rima time rary nent 


Volun- 

teer 


Paid by 
EPDA 
Fundi 


On 

Released 

Time 


3 

Attrition 
(Number 
Who Have 
Left Team) 


4 

Cota all anti 
to 

Mate 

Team 


I. ALABAMA 


7 


1- Adelnhl. 6-Texas 


6 


1 


4 


3 




7 




4 


3 






2. ALASKA 


S 


6-SFSC 


S 


1 


S 






1 




2 


3 


1 




t. ARIZONA 


9 


S-SFSC 


9 


3 


12 






12 




9 






3 


4. ARKANSAS 


S 


8-Texjj 


8 


2 


1 


7 


1 


B 


2 


2 


6 




I 


S. CALIFORNIA 


s 


.. 


S 


3 


1 


4 




3 




2 


3 






o. COLORADO 


0 


6-SFSC 


6 


1 


S 


1 


S 


I 


1 


1 


3 


1 




7. CONNECTICUT 


1* 


.. 


. 


1 


1 






1 




1 








5. Dll AW Alt 1 


8 


7- Ad ct phi 


7 


1 


1 


7 


7 


1 










4 


*■. DISTRICT O! COll 1 MIMA 


8 


7-Adclphl 


7 


1 


1 


6 


1 


6 


2 


6 


6 






10. 11 OR IDA 


10 


10- Wisconsin 


10 


1 


1 


9 








1 








tt. Cl OR CIA 


2 


-- 


! 


1 


2 


S 




1 




1 


1 




6 


!?. HAWAII 


y 


5-Adelphl 


6 


1 


2 


3 




2 


1 


2 


4 




2 


13. UVIIO 


8 


8-SFSC 


7 


t 


1 


6 




6 




2 


4 






14. ILLINOIS 


34 


s-srsc 


33 


2 


1 


33 
















IS. INDIANA 


36 


— 


35 


1 


1 


3S 




3S 




35 








in. IOWA 


9 


1 0- W I* const o 


9 


I 


I 


6 




2 




4 


S 






17. KANSAS 


7 


8- VVIsconitn 


7 


1 


1 






1 


6 




4 






IS. KENTUCKY 


6 


6-Texas 


6 


2 


1 


6 




7 




7 








it». Louisiana 


10 


4-Texs* 


10 


3 


2 


6 


2 


3 


4 


6 








20. MAINE 


2 


3- Adelnhl 


2 


1 


2 






1 








1 




21. MARYLAND 


8 


8-VV||, , 1-Adelphl 


7 


1 


3 


4 


4 


3 




3 


3 




S 


22. MASSACHUSETTS 


12 


— 


12 


2 


I 


11 




12 




12 






4 


23. MICHIGAN 


12 


8-Wll.. 1-SFSC 


11 


2 


1 


11 


12 






12 








24. MINNESOTA 


S 


-- 


3 


2 




S 








3 






6 


2S. MISSISSIPPI 


S 


S-Texas 


S 


1 


1 
















7 


2t>. MISSOURI 


16 


S-SFSC. 5-VV1*. , S-Texas 


IS 


1 


IS 






14 


14 


1 


14 






27. MONTANA 


6 


S-SFSC 


s 


1 


h 






6 




6 






9 


28. S IRK ASK A 


S 


S-SFSC 


s 


2 


2 


3 


1 


1 




4 • 


1 




13 


2!*. NIVAOA 


s 


S-SFSC 


3 


2 


1 


3 










4 




4 


10. NTH HAMPSHIRE 


s 


S-Adelphl 


4 


2 


4 




2 


2 




3 






23 


It. NFW IIRSIY 


4 




4 


1 


4 


















12. Nnv MIN ICO 


8 


6- Tex as 


S 


1 


? 








6 




2 






13. NIAV YORK 


7 


I- \dclphh 2-SFSC 


3 


4 


2 


4 


3 


3 




2 


3 






14. NCR Til CAROLINA 


1’ 


— 


. 


1 


1 






1 




1 








ir». north Dakota 


6 


S- Wisconsin 


S 


1 


1 


4 




5 


4 




4 






in. OHIO 


12 


12- Adclphl 


12 


4 


4 


8 




4 




12 








17. OKLAHOMA 


4 


4-Tex#t 


4 


3 


: 


2 




4 




3 






6 


IS. OREGON 


16 


-- 


IS 


2 


2 




14 






2 


14 






J!*. PINNSYL VANIA 


IZ- 


S* Adelc U. 2-SFSC. 4-Wls. 


10 


2 




11 




11 




12 








tO. RHODE ISLAND 


10 


— 


9 


2 




9 


2 


6 


1 


8 






4 


4i. sotmi Carolina 


1 


2- Atlelnl 1 


t 


t 




1 




1 






1 


2 


12 


42. SOUTH DAKOTA 


s 


S-Wheoudn 


S 


1 


1 


4 




1 


4 










43. riNNLSSri 


7 


4- Texas 


4 


3 


1 


2 




3 




2 


J 




8 


44. TFXAS 


X 


22-Texas 


25 


S 


25 






25 




25 








45. UTA1I 


8 


6-srsc 


b 


I 




8 






S 










4«. Yin mon r 


S 


5- Adelnhl 


5 


1 




5 


5 














47. VIRGINIA 


6 


1- Adelnhl 1-SFSC, 4-Texas 2 


f. 


1 








4 


1 


1 




5 


^WASHINGTON 


12 


7-srsc 


12 


1 


2 


«i 




12 




12 








40. UTS! VIRGINIA 


2 


4-Wlsconsin 


2 


J 


1 


1 






1 


1 




3 




50. WISCONSIN 


12 


12- Vvisconsln 


12 


2 


8 


1 




1 




1 




2 




St. WYOMING 


3 


3- Adelnhl 


3 


1 


1 


2 










2 






52. AM1RICAN SAMOA 


3 


4- SI SC 


2 


1 




3 




3 






2 


1 




a.1. QIAM 


S 


S-SFSC 


S 


1 




















54. ruuuoHico 


1? 


— 


n 




2 


0 




11 




1 


11 




|M 


SS. VIRGIN ISLANDS 


11 


S-Adelplii, 5- Wisconsin 


11 


2 


2 


8 




2 


8 




9 







bcltulca Stale Coordinate*, c t.ite Icjm Leader arel Members of the Training Team, When tl»c State Coerdbiator doe* not function as a tn cm her of the l raining Team tills will he reflected In the difference between 
^Columns 1 amt 3, except In die stale* of Michigan ml Orecon where ihc State Cooidln.uon »lo function .4 inemhm of t!»e Training Teams hut their st iff assistants do not. 

llic 4 National *1 raining Centers ncre; If Adc! phi University, Caidctt City, New V«h; 2| S in I nncixo State- College, San Irattclsco, California; 3| University of Texas, Austin, Texas' 41 tlnlvcnlty of Vvisconsln, 
Madison, Wisconsin, 

Column 1 (Slie of the State Icaclcnltljt Team) does not reflect these Team Member* who left the ptoivct friar to its Implementation -- there may have been others hut these are the states which noted the attrition. 
Consult anti and their areas of discipline and/or contribution to the State Team are listed on I AW I lc 

# 

No Mate Leadership Teams here formed In Connecticut or North Carolina; the State Coordinator worked v it h lor d School m.olct Drug id.ic itioii Training fYoJcct*. 
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TABLE laj. LIST OF PRESENT STATE COORDINATORS (If Changes Have Occurred In the List Shown in TABLE la) 
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TABLE lc. LIST OF CONSULTANTS STATES AND TERRITORIES REPORTED USING IN THE 1970-71 DRUG EDUCATION TRAINING PRO CRAMS 
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\HH t.!. N \H1MIIVI hi \0P 1C I ION Ol nit STATl IIADIPsIUP 1AM Mf.MRIRS* BACKGROUNDS - TH EXTENT O* YOUTH IN VOL VLM ENT AND INTERAGENCY CCWP'F MION AT IHI SIaU H AM 1 1 VI L 



\| A H 1 Hi|l 1 10RA 


hi soKirnoN 


\l AK \V \ 


Ml SI Ml II. \\1 MEMBERS ARI REGULAR IMPIOYIISOI THE STATE DEBAR TMENI OI EDUCATION. THRU TEAM MEMBERS AH E IN THEIR MID-20S, HOWEVER, NO "YOUlir Si R . 1 
AS I RAISING n AM StENtBLBS. A COLLECI FRESHMAN DID ATTEND THE INITIAL FORKING CON FIB ENCE HELD IN CHICAGO IN APRIL 1*70 AND SUBSIQUIN n A PARTICIPaTU) IN -ML 
PLANNING SESSIONS TO IlFVLLOP ALABAMA'S STATE PROPOSAL- A STATE INTERAGENCY COUNCIL WASORCANKED I.N IU1Y 1*»70 TO COORDINATE ALL STATl AClNCY ACTIVITIES 
R 1 1 \ I IN G IO DRUG ABUSE. TAxO OI TIU TEAM MlMRERS \s 1 R 1 d\*EN R El EASED TIME BY THE Dl PARTMENT Of IX>UC ATION TO DEVOTE ONE THIRD OF Till W TIME IO 1 PAINING 
— HUS PIVfLOPlP INTO ETJLL TIMl WORK |OB THE SCHOOL YEAR. THI SIX T| AM MEMBERS DIVIDED NTO THREF REOONAL TLAMSj TWO Of THESE TEAMS V\FHE GIVEN ERIE 
OEEICE Si’\CI. iNTERACtNCA COOPERATION ISAS EVIDENCED BY THE ALCOHOLIC Bl VI PAGE CONTPOL BOARD'S TEMPERANCE EDUCATION SECTION'S RE1E ASE Of TWO I.MP10A lES 
JO SUPPI | MINT THE EDUCATIONAL 1 EEORTS Of 1IU STATl TEAM. 


\l A\kA 


S I ATE n.\M MEMBERS' RACKGROUNDS \s ER 1 : TWO STATl DEPARTMENT OE IDUCATION EMPLOYEES — ONE, THE DRUC ABUSE EDUCATION CONSULTANT. THI OTHER, A SECRETARY 
TO Tin DEPARTMENT AND A COLLECI STUDtNTj ONE PRISON CAMP EDUCATEDN INSTRUCTOR RELEASED FROM THE DEPARTMENT Of HEALTH AND WELFARE; OM HIOI SCHOOL VICl 
PR IN Cl P M AND ONE HIGH SCHOOL DL\N OF GIRLS. STATE COMMITMENT WAS SHOWN BY HIRMSHINC THE SALARIES OF THE EDUCATION AND HEALTH AND W El E AP. 1 EMPLOY! ES. 


ari/ova 


CT THI 12 PERSONS AFFILIATED WIT El TUI STATE 1 1 API RSf HP TEAM (3 Of VUOM WERE OUTS1DI CONSULTANTS); 8 ARE REGULAR E-MPLOYElSOE THE STAlE DEPARTMENT OE 
IDUCATION AND 4 AREKECUlAR IMPIOYHSOf THE DEPARTMENT Of JUBLIC SAf f 7A*S NARCOTICS DIA'ISION. STATE COMMITMENT W AS DEMONSTRATED BY Till STATE 
l E LUSLATU R E' S APPROPR I ATION Cl $2.12,000 IOR Till ETRST YEAR Of HIE PROGRAM, AM) T H! NARCOTICS DIVISION'S RJRNISHLN C TULIP FOUR EMPLOYEES EtJLL TIME EOR 
ONE STAR. 


ARK \NS \ s 


STATE TEAM MEMBERS’ BACKGROUNDS WIRE; 2 sTaH DIPARTMENT Of LOUT ATION IMPlOYliS. 3 GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF DRUC EDUCATION I.MPLOATES. I STATE DEPARTMENT 
OI HEALTH EMPLOYEE. I STATl TROOPIR AM) I PfCEhT HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE. THE DIRECTOR HAD OTHER RESPONSIBILITIES BUT WAS IKYOLYLP ALMOST FUUTIME IN Tflf 
10 RiaONAL TR A ININ G PROGRAMS. THREE STALE ACINGIES CONTRIBUTED PERSONNlI IO Tiff STATE EE AM AND PLEDGED THEIR COOPERATION IN THE PROGRAM. 


C AlUORNI \ 


Of THI S STATE TEAM MEMBERS, .1 ARI IMPIOALESOI Till STATE PI P AR 1 MIN T Of EDUCATION; 1 IS nil COORDINATOR OE THE STATE OFFICE Of NARCOTICS AND DRUG ABUSE 
COORDINATION. AND 1 IS CHIEI OI Till »URI All 01 HEALTH ElXlCATION. DEPARTMENT Of niHLIC HI \I TIL NO YOUTH WERE MEMBERS or TUI SLATE TEAM, HOWEVER, .\LL TEAMS 
FROM Tftt RE C.IONAL LEVEL ON DOWN RIILECr YOUTH INVOL VE.MI.N T, I TILMC PI PR 1SENTATION AND COMMUNITY AND PROFESSIONAL RE PR ESI2.TA7ION. THE MEMBERS OE REGI- 
ONAL AND SUfWRICIONAl Tt AMS WERE Sill HIPC I III BASIS HIM DIET WERE AlRIADA KNOWLEDGI AB1 E IN DRUG EDUCATION AND MAD ONI PAR TLCULAR STRENGTH TO 
CONTRIRUT! TO THi TEAM. SIV REGIONS COnDUC 5 »i» Dll El RIN1 T\ PI S OI ppCCBAM*, THUS PROVIDING A LABOR A LORY* FOR STATE l A’ AIM ATION OI ELASIBIIITY AND 
IFF! CTIATNESS. THE PROGRAM DIPICTOP COMMIE III) ALMOST lllll HMI IO till FRO)ECT WITH 40 OI )US SALARY CONTRIBUTED BY THE DTPARTNInT or EDUCATION AND 
THE DEPARTMENT'S CONSUlTANl IN HE AI HI IDUGAEION CONTRIBUTED APPF.OSlMATIi.YiRl OI HER TIMl AND WAS RElMBURFED ONLY IOR TRAVEL EXPLNSIS. 


•VI OR \!V 


TWO Of THE STALE TI..M ••’.IMBIPS •- 11 II PR0|l G 1 hlPICfOW AND INI ACETH MEMBER -- ARE E.M*LCYI IS Cl THI STATE DEPARTMENT Of IDUCaTION. 3 aR E EMPLOYEE S OE fHI 
COIORADO DLPaRTMINI OE HI AITII, V.’l) 1 is \ DRUG COUN Si LOP ICP A COUNI Y D| PART MINT OE Ell AI T»l. HIE DIRECTOR WORKS WITH Till IN TER DEPARTMENTAL COMMITTEE 
ON DRUG EDUCATION. THE Ifl AlTl! DIP AR I MIM OONJRlRUHh 1 FU s \J AR ISO! THIIR HAM RIPRISINL ALIMS AS W ELL ASHAII lift COST Cl Tlfl STALE 1 VALUATION. Till 
SOUTH MEMBER STTl NDIP THE NATION At TRAINING CIN V R ALONG WITH THI B Al AN Cl OE HU TEAM. SHI HIlPED PLAN THI COLOR ADO PRCGR AM. SlEE ORCANl/LI) A YOUTH 
OHT11RE PRESENTATION ICH ILII LR a IN IS G WORKSHOPS, ANll MU WORKIDaIIH 1 HE DIRECTOR Mill ILMl UNTU JANUARY !?/’!. 


revue : l O’ i 


rms si.sri Dm not PtPHCAL i mi model miiorhiin iiu auDiiiMs. i.i., ieiicmng. a stati li.am io train other teams via iis 'multiplier m icr proci ss. 

1NSII.AP CONNECTICUT AUOC.ATID A'lNDtT* ASD !0 10« >5 sCHOOl PlstRI 'tS lOPlIPAA IDE COSI 01 SENDING. Tl AMS OE STUDENTS, IIACHIRS AND COMMUNITY RIPRl SLN- 
TaIIVES LOOM OEIIVE TR AINlNC CENTERS EM \P1 Islf! 1 * -MOUND UU MAI U J , SOU I|||*N CONNf C HOU f STATE COLllGl «un<Rur> onl)l. 2- A All (\ejr-ft'u:»Ji. 3i BP IDGLPOR T, 
4’ ItARLlCRD, AND S' GONNlC TIGHT AT SLOPMs|«H . .ri v:i. ,.U>*. IH! «' A SON Al E 10*’ IH|S 1 R AINlNC MCDI l As AS TILATIL WO!»| D INSTITUTION AlE/| CHANCE BA CORPCR v- 
IINCDRUC. IDUCATION INIOON-GOING. EDUGaHCNAI VO UK si S 01 1 I ft | D 11 H SI » ill COUEVIS VNP UNIA'ERSlTII S, 


:>‘i aw ape 


SHI SE A'fN- VE-MBI R sT.\fl TEAM Vs \s GOMPOSID OI l sun PA INCH \* ITH UU SI s ! 1 DEP\H TMIN 1 Cl E’llKlIC ;*• STRUCT ION, I DRUG E DUG MLOn COOP DIN ALCR 1 PCM THE sTATI 
DHIU- GONTHOl COstMITTIE, 2 EIIC4I sHIOOl srUDIMN J vVIIOCH DlSlHlGS V ill P \ ISOli. 1 ASSIST \sl PRI’ CIPAl AND I ailDANCI COUNSfLOR. THE DLLAWaBE GENERA*. 

\ssemwl matched the eederal sfo.ouipijv crm. t. imiraginga goop*r.\ i ion w as hiding ej> hy t;** state drug coordinator erou hie department of hlalth 

ANI’SCGIAI sER AT CIS WORKING GOOPl R vLIVLLY a: 1 !L‘ It»l Dl” : G • SR 'V •• 'ON G*V‘U)I'. ' U R » "O’-S IMI DE f A. OsfNT OE PUB! 1C INS I RUCTION. USO, LHI ST.\TE POLICE DRUG 
DETECTION SECTION COOPIR.ATI A'ULI EDUCATION Al : !HO*.MI IS Dl A UOI'INV » • l ! HH UNlMRSl ANtWNf 01 nil DRUC. SITU ATION. 


ftlVnUCJ 01 "01 II MBI A 


D.G.’i ST.\n T 1 AM WAS N| ADI HP Of 2 1 1 EVEN ? ART SGElOOl PI Oft 1 jv NT, A D aGIUP, 1 1 tl OlllER ^ sGlhX'I COOR DIN ATOR t. 1 FUMOR IUCH SCHOOl ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL. 

I VOCATION AI SOIOOI ADMINISTRATOR. 1 COIL 1 Cl INSITMIOIOR. 1 Rl 5 Rl\lNlAlKE 01 1 (IS '• AT ION M COOR DIN AT IN G CODNCH EOR DPUs" ABUSI IDUG \TI0N AND INI CR- 
M ATION, AND l P 1 PR 1 SI STATIST Of THI U. s. OH|G| OI UPlG WION, A HON %I iiPUC IDHG ATION IP AC. INC IROGR AM OIFICI. IN TR AlNING.OM MEMBER Cl t AClE Cf THI 
lftl DISTRICT SCICOIS' BUILDING S\l I TA COAIAIITIH V. AS A PaHT.CIPaM. lll|SI RI PR 1 SENT ATIA IS WlRI GH AR GE D AA ITH THE RESPONSIBU IT A OF ORCt.VNl/INC TEAMS As [THIN 
Tl II IR RISPECTIM SCHOOLS. USE OI LOCAL RISOURGISW \S fVlDINCID. 






77 



72 



1 \hL) 14. N ARRATIVE DESCRIPTION 01 THI STATE LEADER SHIP TEAM MEMBERS* BACKGROUNDS * TIU EXTENT OE COOTIE INVOLVEMENT AND IS riRAClNCY COOPERATION AT THE STATE TEAM LEVEL 



STATE TERRITORY 


DESCRIPTION j 


FLORIDA 


TIU |0- MEMBER STATE TEAM WERE COMPOSED Of : 1 INSERVICE EDUCATION COORDINATOR. 1 SCIENCE EDUCATION COORDINATOR. 1 SUPERVISOR HEALTH EDUCATION. 1 CONSUL- 1 

TAN T IN HEALTH 1 DU CATION, AND 1 TEACHER SPECIALIST IN HEALTH EDUCATION ~ ALL OF THE COUNTY* SCHOOL SYSTEMS, PLUS 1 ELEMENTARY TEACHER, | HI CH SCHOOL 
STUDENT. I H1CH SCHOOL TEACHER, AND I TV FROfRAM MANAGER FROM A JUNIOR COLU C.E — IN ADDITION TO THE STATE COORDINATOR FROM THE STATE DEPARTMENTOE 
EDUCATION. THE YOUTH ON THF TEAM PARTICIPATED M THE NATIONAL TRAINING CENTER ALONC WITH THE OTHER MEMBERS. HE ALSO TOOK AN ACTIVE PART IN PLANNING j 

THE INITIAL STATE TRACMSC SESSION WHICH INCLUDED A PASH OF STUDENTS* VIEWS. FOURTEEN STATE ACINCTES AND PRIV'ATI CROUPS PARTICIPATED AS A RESOURCE COM- | 

MITT EE TO T *lr STATE TEAS! TO OFFER MATERIALS, CONSULTANTS AND PARTICIPANTS. 


Cl OR C.lA 


CtORCJA DID NOT ILWI A S’* ATE LEVU TRAINING TEAM PER SE. INSTEAD THEY LISTED 5 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION CONSULTANTS IN ADDITION TO THE STATE COORDINATOR 
WHO WERE GIVEN * RELEASE V TLME" TO ADVISE AND ASSIST IN THE S-DaY LEADERSHIP WORKSHOP WHICH TRAINED IS UNIVERSITY* INSTRUCTORS IROM VARIOUS INSTITUTIONS 
AROUND THE STATE. R* UONAL TR AIN INC CONSISTED Of 40 HOURS AND RESULTED IN S CREDIT HOURS TO PARTICIPANTS. YOUNG PEOPLE WERE INVOLVED IN THE PLANNNC Of 
THE PROPOSAL AND IV THE LEADERSHIP WORKSHOP AS || A MLMBER ON THE ADVISORY COUNCIL. 2| PART OF THE LEADERSHIP CONFERENCE. AND 3) AS PANELISTS DISCUSSINC THE 
WAYS YOUTH SHOMD BE INVOLVED W DRUC EDUCATION AND THE RELATIONSHIP OF YOUTH AND THE DRUC CULTURE. THE GOVERNOR GRANTED 110,000 TO A SOUTH PROPOSAL 
fOR “PROJECT SftEDV A HICH DECREE OF INTER ACENCY COOPERATION WAS EVIDENCED BY SEVERAL INSTANCES OF STATE ACENCY A! ND/OR CLUBS AND ORGANIZATIONS PARTI- 
CIPATING IN TVE STATE PROGRAM. 


HAWAII 


THE STATE TEAM W AS MADE UP OF 1 STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION MEMBER, 2 EMPLOYTLS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HFALTH, AND I REPRESEN TAT1VE Of THE STATE UNIVER- 
SITY SY STEM, PLUS 2 YOUTH REPRESENTATIVES WHO ARE EX-ADDICTS. AND l COLLfGl STUDENT. THE YOUTHS PARTICIPATED IN All WORKSHOPS AFTORDINC TEACHER S AN 
OPPORTUNITY TO RAP WITH THEM ABOUT THE HAW AII DRUG USE SITUATION. BARRIERS AND FACILITATORS Of COMMUNICATION AND VIEWS OF EFTFCTIVE AND INEFFECTIVE 
HEALTH EDUCATION PROCRAMS. (TEACHERS REPORTED THIS DIRECT FAQ -TO-f ACE COMMUNICATION ONE Of THE MOST MEANKCFUL ASPECTS Of THE PROCRAM. ) IN TER ACENCY 
COOPERATION WAS OBTAINED FROM UNIV ERSITY MEDICAL SCHOOL PHOfLSSORS WltO AIDED IN THE PLANNINC AND EXECUTION OF PHARMACOLOGY* AND PSYCIUATR Y ASPECTS OF 
THE PROCRAM. THERE WAS ALSO REPRESENTATION FROM MILITARY PfRSONNIl, STATE, CITY* AND COUNTY AND SOCIAL WELFARE OR CANIZATIONS. 


IDAHO 


THE STATE TEAM IS COMPOSED Of 1 TITLI 1. I SLA. CONSULTANT, 1 IXiairiYi DIHICTOH v>> HE! IDAHO CONSORTIUM fOR EDUCATIONAL PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT; 

I SUPERVISING PSYCHOLOGIST fROM THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 1 ASSISTANT DiAN Cl MEN. UNlVlRSlFY Cf IDAHO, I COUNTY JUVENILE COURT COUNSaOR, I PUBLIC 
HEA1TH ADMINISTRATOR (AND FORMER UNIVERSITY* ASSISTANT PROFESSOR). | REGIONAL MENTAL HEALTH C INTER (PSYCHIATRIC SOCIAL) WORKER, AND I COLLEGE STUDENT 
PHARMACY* INTERN. YOUTH INVOLVEMENT W AS EVTDLNCE D BY A YOUTH ADULT CON f ERIN Cl LASTING S DAVS AND INCLUDING MINORITY YOUTH AND SCHOOL DROP-OUTS. 
TIOS CONFERENCE LED TO THF SELECTION Of YOUTH TO PARTICIPATE \S RE CION At TEAM MEMBERS* IS ADDITION TO TfU S40.000 EPDA CR AN T, THE LAW ENFORCEMENT 
PLANNINC COMMISSION ADDED $17,500 PLUS ANOTHER 115,000 ICR A DRUC SURVEY. 


ILLINOIS 


THE 34-MEMBER STATE TEAM HAD THE FOLLOWING MAKE-UP. 3 STATE DEPARTMENT Of EDUCATION EMPLOYEES, I Df PAR TMLNT OF HEALTH, 1 DEPARTMENT Of MENTAL HEALTH, 

1 fROM THF STATE UNIVERSITY SYSTEM. I COUNTY MESTAl HEALTH PROCRVM EMPLOYE 1. 1 NtJR S! , I EX-DRUC ADDICT. 2 aEMLNTARY SCHOOL EMPLOYEES, 3 MICH SCHOOL 
ADMINISTRATORS. 2 COORDINATORS, 8 TEACHERS. 4 STUDENTS. 1 GUIDANCE COIN SJ| OHS, I .SCHOOL SURSI. | JUNIOR COLUCE LEVU EMPLOYEE AND 1 OOUECi LEVT1 LMPLOYEE. 
TflRfE YOUTHS ATTENDED ONE Of THE SaTICNAI IP A ININ C CENTERS VNl) V PCR HON Of T I Ml IS DfVOTfDTC SOUTH AT lACIIOI THE STATE DRUC EDUCATION INSTITUTES. 


INDUS \ 


TIU 3o -MEMBER STATE TEAM WAS W f 1CHTI D APPROXIMA 1 UY TWO- IMIRDS HIGH SCHOOL VNl» CClllCf IIVII PIRSONNa VND ONI THIRD COMMUNITY R EPRE SENT VTIVI S. SIX 
REGIONAL TEAMS OF SIX NUMBERS EACH CARRIED Ctll T RAIN INC CS t Mill ll-CCUM Y !f\Jt. YOUTH RHRf StNTA TICN ON THE STATI TEAM COSSISTID OF ONE HIGH SCHOOL 
STUDENT, TWO OOUECI STUDENTS AND ONf GRADUATE STUD LSI. 1H»S P VR ! ICIP \ I ll> IN DISCUSSION CROUPS AT THE TRAINING CLNTER AND WERE CONSULTED AS TO PROGRAM 
CONTENT fOR THE RFQCNaL WORKSHOPS. IN NR VC. IN GY COCP1R MFCS l MS If !> U| TH Till STATI BOARD Of 111 \l FH, THI INDIAN A CHAPTER Of THf N* A A CP, AND THE STATE 
MENTAL HEALTH ASSOCUTION. 


low ■, 


THR ft MEMBERS Of THE STATE TtAM V\ERE REGULAR IMPlOYlfSCI JH! SIUI DEPAf. JMlM Of EDUCATION. IIROM TIU DEPARTS! NT OF HEALTH, I FROM THI DIVISION Of 
CURRICULUM, 2 PAROCHIAL SCHOCI TEACHERS AM> 2 HICIf sCHCOt STUlUNlM! V.lQII MtptlRR AS SlUDfNl VND 1 BLACK INNfR CITY STUDENT), YOUTfl INVOtVIMINT WAS 
A PRIRF0U1S1TF FOR f ACH SCflOOt DISTRICT TEAM IN ORDER ICR III! If ** * IC.! CC'IIl li . OKIERWIM, 1111 HAM COUID NOT ATTEND THI WORKSHOT. INTERAGENCY 
COOPER ATION W AS FVIDLn'CED BY S T V Tf TEAM REPRESENT A1ICN FROM IIIICHlCI Ol URBAN EDUCATION, HIPARTMRCT OF HLAtTH, DIVISION OF REH ABIUTATIOS EDUCA- 
TION AND SERVTCI S, TITLE II. AND THE IOW A STATE DIPAR TMfNT. 


KANSAS 


THE KANSAS STATE TEAM WAS COMPOSED OF 1 MEMBER IRONS THE ST VTI mriHTWIN l Ol IDUCxTlCN, l HI U> AN Cl COUNSIIOR, 1 TEACHER. I COLLEGE INSTRUCTOR, 
l PARENT AND 2 Hiai SCIOOL STUDENTS. YOUTH envoi VLW IN r WVS SPECIUID \NCNS MM! and ON! IIM.UI OS 1 \CH TEAM (RECIONAl TEAMS AS WEli AS STATE). 

THF TWO STATE TEAM YOUTH ATTENDED THf NATIONAL TRAINING CENUR VSPMUVfD W Vi f MB! R V Cf Tltl ST ATI PL VSNlNG COMMITTEE. INTERAGENCY COOPERATION 
EXISTED WITH TIU STATE DEPARTMENT OE HEALTH, THE COVER NCP'S COMMISSION, 1 Ml DIPaRTMINI Of M NT.Vl IEI.M TH AND TIE! KANSAS PTA, 


KENTUCKY 


FOUR MLMBERS Of THf KENTUCKY STATE TEAM WIRE REGULAR IMPlOYIESOt I Iff W \ Tl IMPVR TMENT Ol flXJCVTICN, 1 WAS TfU ASSISTANT CHIEF OF THE BUREAU OF 
NARCOTICS AND DANCEROUS DRUC.S AND 1 WAS A STATI TROOPfR. IHRlfCI III! IfIPIP !ULM Ol IDtlCVFlON MIMBfRS WERE YOUTH CONSULTANTS -- TWO CCL1 ECE 

graduates and one Hiai school craduatt. youth involvimint wa\rk*ui«eI» on :iu local soiooi- community teams as was community riprisin tation. 

INTIR.VCLNCY COOPIRATION EXISTED WITH THF STATE DEPARIsUNT Cl HltflCSstl T S , HIE STAll Dlp.VRlMISI OF MENTAL HEALTH, THf STATE CRIME COMMISSION. 
CHUD WELFARE, Tilt DEPARTMENT OF ECOsOsUC SECURITY, S r Ml ANDPRIVUI COlIICtS \M> UNIVERSITIES f\MtO lURNtSIOD CONSULTANTS AND PHYSICAL FACILITIES) 
AND THE KENTUCKY STaTI BOARD OF PHARMACY (WHICH GAVE CONSUl 1 \M M |»\ K"ES». 
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Mill |J. NARRATIVE DISCHlPTlOS Of TUI STATE LEADERSHIP TIASt MEMBERS* BACKGROUNDS - THl IXHST OF YOUTH IN VOL VI MINT ASP INTER ACINCY COOPER ATK5N A I T|!| M ATI T| AM LEYI1 



m mi i iHHirom 


DESCRIPTION 


ICXUSf \N \ 


1 OMR or Fill 10- MIMBIR STATE TtAM AR t RfCHlAR LSI PL 0 VIES OF Till SI Mi DfPARTslENT Of LDUCATfOS, I IS A PHAR M aCOIOOS I , ! 15 A SOCIOI OVIST , I IS A PSYCHI- 
ATRIST, I IS AN ATTORNEY, 1 IS AN IN VI STICaTOR fOP A DISTRICT aTTOHSI Y ASH I IS AN EM PLOY EF OF A LOCAL COMMISSION ON ALCOHOL AND DaNCIKOUS DRUGS. 

IN LOUISIANA, DRUGfDUCADON WAS Till I OP PRIORITY IOR I^TO-71. YOUTH WERE INVOLVED AS PLANNERS AND AS PART OF Till PROCR AMS W FS NT ID AT Till LOCAL 
DISTRICT 1 1 V|L COOPERATION WITH OTIIIR -VCENCUS EXISTED WfTII Dll SCHOOL Of PHARMACY AND THF **OCIOLOCY DFPARTMlNT Ol NORTHEASTS N AND NOR ni- 
WISTfRN I OlEISI -ANA UNIVERSITIES, RFSPI CTIVll Y. THF SCHOOL Ol PSYCHIATRY AT TULANE, Tltt COMMISSION ON ALCOHOL ANDDANCJROUS DRUGS Of MW ORLEANS 
IN AUDITION TO nil ISTAB1 ISHsUNT Of A STATI ADVISORY BOARD, WORKSHOPS WERE CONDUCTED IN ALL PUBLIC SCHOOL I ACUITIES. 


MAIM 


ON! MI.MRIR Ol Till Si ATI TIAM WAS A RFCULAR FMPIOYEE WITH nil STA n DfPARTMFNT Of EDUCATION AND THE OTHER JOINED DU DEPARTMENT Af TEH HAVING A 
POSITION WITH TUI SCHOOL SYSTEM IN lOUITON, MAINE. YOUTII INVOLVE stl-NT REQUIRED DUT TWO STUDENTS ALONCWlTlI TWO TiACHERS fPOM EACH PAR ITClPA- 
TINC COMMUNITY UNDERGO INTENSIVE DRUC EDUCATION TRAIN INC. TUI STUDENTS THEN WERE RESPONSIBLE IOR CaTHIRINC. A CROSS- S 1 CTlON* Of Dll STUDfST BODY 
TO PARTICIPATE IN TTH LOCAL COMMUNITY DRUC. EDUCATION PROGRAM. COORDINATION Of wORKSlOPS WITH DIE DRUC ABUSI COMMITTEE, THE 1 AW PLANNING 
DIVISION AND DU NORDILRN MAINE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION DEMONSTRATED THl STATrs INDRACENCY COOPERATION. 


M\«Al \Ml 


Of nu 7-MLMHlR TRAINING H AM, 1 MEMBER WAS D1STRICI SUP IR VISOR Ol nu STATI DEPARTMENT Of JUVENILE SLRVICES, i MLMBIR WAS A rUNICAl PSYCHOLOGIST 
WITH nil BA! TIMOR! CITY SCHOOLS, 1 MIMBIR WAS A STA|T SPECIALIST IS INSTRUCTIONAL TV WITH Tiff CENTER fOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING (DEPARTMENT Of EDUCA- 
TION), 1 MIMBIR Was X SUPERVISOR Of IILM S1RVICIS WITH nil DEPARTMENT Ol I H AITI! AND MENTAL HYGIENE, ! WAS AN ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL FOR AN ELEMENTARY 
AND IUNIOR Miai SCHOOL. AND 2 INDIVIDUALS WITH THl DlPARTMINT Ol EDUCATION WERE LISTED AS AN ASSISTANT AND A TECIMICAL ASSISTANT W ITH Da DRUC. 
IDUCADON TRAINING PROGRAM. YOUTH INVOLVE MINT ENC1UDID A HIGH SCHOOL SDfDLNT PARTICIPATING IN DIF WORKING COSIER IN Cl IULD IN CHICAGO IN APRIL 
A MlOl SCHOOL STUDENT AND A COLLECT GRADUATE SDIDINT SlRVINC AS M| V.BIRS OF Tftt STATE COMMITTFE WHICH FORMULA TTD DEE STATE PROPOSAL, TWO 
STUDENTS VVMO 5WVU> AS MLMBIR S ON Dll STATE SELECTION COMM1TTH WHICH SELL CT ED THE STATE LEADERSHIP TEAM, AND TWO MEMBERS (I A IR7U HIGH 5Cl!OOL 
iHADUATI. DU OniER A 1 970 COLLECi GRADUATE) WHO W|R| EMPLOYED iUIl TIME HY THE DEPARTMENT Ol EDUCATION TO WORK EXCLUSIVELY W IDE DIE DRUC 
IDUCADON TR AlNlNC. PROCRAM DURING ir»7U-7|, DiTlRACLNCY COOriR-VTION INVOLVED PaRDCIPaDON OF DU UNEVTRSITYOF MABUAND. MORGAN STATE COLLEO. 
DU DEBAR TAUNT Ol HlALDI AND MENTAL HYC1IM, THE DEPARTMENT OF JUVINtti SIRVICIS, DIF MARYLAND DRUG ABLJS* AUDIORITY, Tltt GOVERNOR'S COMMISSION 
ON LAW E SI ORCtMf NT AND DIF ADMINISTR ATION Oi lUSHC! IN ROIfSOl PROCR AM PL ANN INC, PROATDINC RESOURCE PERSONNEL -AND MATERIALS AND A COORDLNADON 
Of EFFORT -AND ACTIATTIFS. 


'1 ASS \CIIU S| its 


OM MIMBIR OF 1 10. STATE TEAM IS AN ATTORMA AND IXiCUllVl DfRfCrOR OF DIE MASSACHUSETTS COMMITDI FOR DU ADVANCEMENT Of CRIMINAL JUSTICF, • 
ONE IS DRUG COORDINATOR fOR ST. JOHN'S HOSPIT AL; ANOtltlH IS SUPERVISOR FOR DEL BUREAU Ol CIVIC EDUCATION IN THE DLPARTSllNT Of EDUCATION, ONE IS 
A COlIfvf PROfESSOR IN HEALTH EDUCATION. XNODH H \ COUIGI PRCIE.SSOR IN PHAR SlACOCs'ES Y AND BOTANY. ONE IS Tltl DRUC IDUC AT ION COORDINATOR Of 
BOSTON ONE IS AS ASSOCIATE SUPER IN FIN Dl M OI 1 R AMINO! AS! PLJHI !C SCHOOL* V.'OniER IS AN ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR Al TUIT5 IINIV1 R SITY; vNL IS A PROlTSSOR 
Oi MiONDARA EDUCATION aT PCS 1 ON STATE COU EC.I. ANOTHER IS DIR I Cl OR Of HEAlTH EDUCATION IN BOSTON. ONL IS DIRECTOR Of PROJECT ACID (Adolctccnt 
vounarlinc in DnisU. TWO AR l IHOl SCHOOL STUDENTS AND ONI IS \ COUICI CKaDII AT E SDfDLNT AND A SiLSIPER OF DU NATIONAL ACTION COslSlITTlT Of DIF 
NIHTP. 


MICHIGAN 


”*! *2 ° 01 A ni ™ cn 111 MINT ARY scioa COORDINATOR, A 1*111 CRADE ILACIUR, A HIOl SCHOOI ENGLISH TLA CHER AND 

SLMOR \D\ ISOR, A fUMOR HIGH SCiFNCF Tt-ACHER, \ SCHOOL SOCIAL WORK 1 R, A DETROIT IXI MINT ARY HLALTH AND PlfVSlCAL EDUCATION TEACHER, A sIIDDLi 
SOIOOL SCELNCt TEACHER. A HIGH SCHOOL SOCIAL STUDIES AND GUIDANCE COUNSELOR, A SENIOR COUNSELOR, A CONSULTANT IOR Dll DEPARTMENT OE HEAL Dl, 
AND THE lOORDlNATOR- ASSIST ANT TO till SUPER IN TINPIN 1 Of DQ SEaTI DEPAR TStENT OE IXHJCATION. NO AOUDl INVOLVLMENT W AS E VIDENCFD IN Tltt SI \KE- 
ItPOi nil STAD TEAM. HO'AEYIR, All REGIONAL CONIIRINCI PLANNING BODIES ARE R IQU 1 R ED TO II AVI SDIDINT PARTICIPANTS IN DU PIANNI.NC AND IN DU 
i ONIHiCT or Eia IN-SERVICE PROGRAM. HALE Of DU MIMBIR Mill' Ol ITU STA It WIDE ADVISOR A COlENCIl ON NARCOTICS AN!) DRUG ABUSE IDUCADON IS MAD! 
WOI SniDLNtS. ANDM1 TRALMNC PHOJICTS IUNDU) RS nil STATI PI PARISH N1 CE IDUCADON RIQUIRE DU USF OE SIlllllNT SPEAKERS, P ANI1S AND DISCUS- 
SION CROUPS EO RE II 1 CT nil SDIDINT VIEW AS AN \DJUNCE TO III! TMCIOK EJM'CA I JON I*ROC|SS. 1 NTIJU 0 ENCV COOPIRATION EXISTS WITH Dll GOVIR NOR'S 
OlliGl ON DRUG. ABUSE, EtO DlPARTMINT Ol HEAL Dl. Till Dl PAH TAUNT Ol SIINTU MI.ALTH, mi STATE IOIICE AND Tltt A C'< OFFICE, AND DU STATE CCRIC- 
E IONS DlPARTMINT AND VOCM ION Al I* UIABUI T ST ION. 


wissisor \ 


THl STATE TtASt CONSISTS Of D\ 0 HIGH SCHOCI COCRDINA tO<«> AND ONI HIGH SCHOOI M) SUMS THAT OR SIR VINCAS Tltt TlIRl ( DLMONSTR \TIOf* CENTER DIRECTORS 
(IN 1 DfllUni, SETL1WADH AND W 11 LSI SR ), AND DU SIAM COOP DIN \f OH WHO IS SHEvTfl.xH IslPIOMJ Of Tlfl STATE Dl PAR TALENT Ol EEMICATTOn. A STATI ACTION 
lOMSIirm WILL INSOIVE PURI SIN TATIS IS iROst \L I IT1RII CENJIRs SlUIUN IS FROM 1 \CEl VINTER Will Hi ON till COMsllTD E RIPRESLNT INC GH.VD E5 7-S. R-io 
VSD 11. IN THE ACTION COMMIT r» 1 W Qi JllJP Dl 1IHMINI SlAll AND lOCVl DIOR I N. Pi IT R ACINCY COOPIR AT ION EXISTS WITH Dll COVER NOR' S OEFICL, Tltt 
STAll DIPAR IMFNTSOI HLMDI AND PURI |C Will SHI, \S WELL AS INSIKVKT IDUC M ION PKOCR VtS M I|{| STATI AND LOCAL 11 V11V 


MISSISSIPPI 


•TU SUSMSSIPPI STATL nASI |s COstPOsED Ol HI! SlM’|R\lSOR Of AtCOttCI V.DSARCCTlCs LDllCMION. HU SUP IRS' BOR Ol DRIVER IDUCATION, AND DIE SUPER- 
VISOR OI SCHOOI ltt^\LDINURSE5 — AL1 OI IMF STVTF DEPVH IMINT OI UlHCVlION. f'HtS, 4 COUIGI srUDINTS, \ JUNIOR COIIEGE ADMI.NISTR \TOR, A HIOIW \S* 
PVTKOLMAN.AN EstPLODFOr Tltt DLPARTMINT OI NAHCOIICs \ND DANGEROUS DRUGS \\D TWO t.MNCVIISO! TUI DlPARTMINT OF MINT AL IIEALDI. SOUTH 
INS OLVLMLNT IS DLMONSTR ATLD BY INSISTING. THAT JUNICR HIGH VN I) HIC.lt SCHOOI STTIDIMS \TIIND I III WORKSHOPS AS W LEE AS HAVtN C. STUDENT P,VN LL.S 
\M) TNT ERA CTlON BE DM fN IDVCHIRS AllUITf VSD SIHDIN IS. IN D RAGE NO COOPI h A TIO?. IXISIS WITH DU UNIVERSITY Ol MISSISSIPPI (PRO VUJINC. CONSUIDVE 
SERVICES), TfH LIA (WIOniHINDID \ WORKSHOP fOR AllStlNISTR A IORS AND COHN Mi OH S ON DRIKM. DIE S11S5ISS1PP1 HI O IVY AY PATROL, Dll silSSlSSUT! |U\10P 
sOU.IC.L A5SOCIA EDN (PROVB)INC. EACH I EllS 1 OK 111! WORKSHOPS STM |A\|D| ). AND Ilf! HMVIRSIIS Ol SOUDHRN SIISSISSIPPl, 
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1 MU I M, NxRKxriVI IM SCRIPT ION Of till M AT! LbXDEkSHIP TEAM MIMRERV BACKGROUNDS - THE EXTENT OF YOUlli INV01MMINT AND INTERAGENCY COOPERATION Af lift STATI EEV 11 

StXtt llHEUIOHX DESCRIPTION 

MISSOURI MU MIMRfRS Of 111! STAl! TEAM W IH ! : XCOlilCE PBOEESSOR IN CUfMtSTRX. A SOiOOL DISTRICT OJIDANCE COORDINATOR. A GUlDANCF AND PERSONNEL COLLEGE 

PROHSSOK. A pmiCIOH O! NURSING IDUCAI ION AT LINCOLN UNIVERSIIX, a COLLEGE PHOMSSOR IN EDUCATION. A DIRECTOR Of EXTENSION SfKVICIS fOR SOUTH- 

\ust Missouri siaii colli ce, a Missouri restern college student, and teie eolloxxinc public school personnel; two science TuxciaRs, a special edu- 
cation TIAGIEIH. A COUNSUOH. \ P AR .X.PROI l SSIOSAl, A IILALm EDUCATION IT A Cl If H, AND AN ADULT EDUCATION T f ACEIEB AS WELL AS TEH FI AM Li ADfR VSHO 

is Ric.in ably i.mpioxip with the stati department oi education, youth wiri to re isyolvidcn teie state advisory committee and in iraininc 

SESSIONS | OR TE AC1URS. TEtE DfYJSION O! SftNTAl HbXLTH CAVE FUEL SUPPORT TO TUI STATE DRUC FDU CATION TRaININC. PROGRAM AS DID TUI LAW LMORCU 
XUNT AGINGS. 



MON M\\ 111! S I - ME I I XM W XS COMPOSED OI A HOUSlWIlf AND RECENT COLLEGE CRADUxTl. X DETECTIVE FROM CRlAT FALLS. A JUVENILE OFEICLR, COUN5ILOR AND TLAOlEJX. 

\ SOU III GOUNSIIOR XND A MICH SCHOOL rtlttVYNCE COUNSLLOR. PLUS HU TlAM LEADER WHO IS A HIOJLAR EMPtOXTL OE THE OE f ICE OI PU8IIC INSTRUCTION. AN 
XPVISOH X COUNCIL OE NINl MEMBERS M AS ISIaHUSMID IOR TEH STATI DRUC. EDUCATION TRAINING PROGRAM. MEMBERSHIP ON THIS COUNCIL RLPRISINTS THOSE 
XCENClfS XND INSTITUIlONS \XHIOI TIER OUCH THE lR ACTIVITIES HAVl IXPRLSSLD CONCERN IOR DRUG EDUCATION. ONt-THIRD Of Till MEMBERSHIP IS COMPOSED OF 
moil SCHOOL .XND COU I Gi ACE YOUTH WHO ADVISE Tilt OIEICE OE THE STATI SUM HD: T1NDLNT ON lUL CONDUCT OE TEH TV AININ'C. TUOS! AGENCIES SUPPORTING 
Mf| PHOGH XM KCIUPf I 111 X| COIIOL AND DRUC DIPINDENC! COMMISSION. FlU COVfHNOH** CRIMI CONTROI COMMISSION, Tilt COLLECI OF PHARMACY, UNIVER- 
SITY Of MON I XNA. nil ST.xn DEPARTMLVTOI HbAlTII AND III! DIVISION OE MENTAL HYGIENE. DEPARTMENT Of INSTITUTIONS, 



NiBR \Sh\ r\\0 OE TH| ME.MRERS OI HIE NEBRASKA STATE 1 IASI ARE RHHLAR EMPLOYES OI IIS STATE DEPARTMENT OE EDUCATION, ONI IS A HOUSFWIff. AND TWO ARE HICH 

SCHOOL STUDENTS. IN ADDITION, I A PE »OfT I SIRvi ANSTXlF 1 1 X * I RESOUHCI PERSONS TO 1111 TEAM'S IIEORTS, TUl TWO HICH SCHOOL STUD INI TEAM MEMBER S 
MTINDID Till SfSONAllON'U TRAININC. C1NUR AIONGV.IIU {ill OTIffH niRU TbXM Mf.MRIRS. llllYWIHE INVOLVED IN ALL PL ANNIN C SfS SION S AND dY'EN 
RIlfXSfD JIM! TO PAR UCIP.XTI IN Till STATI llX II FR xfNING WORKSHOPS. LVTIKAGINCY COOPERATION SEIMED 1 0 Rt Dl SAPPOIN TIN C. Oi THAT ONLY THE GOVER- 
NOR'S COMMISSION ON DRUG. ABUSE AND THE DRUG BR ASCII OI lift STATI SXfllY P/.TVOL 1IAD MET Wini Till STATE LFADEBSIUP TEAM. 



N|X XlM INI STATI TEAM W XS COMPOSID OEX CONSUL I-VNI 1MIIAI 1 1 1. PHYSICAL ||RICA IICN ANl> RECREATION. FWOTlACHIRS, X HIGH SCHOOL ADMINISTR A TOR AND A 

COLLI Of MUHIN I. HI SIDES nil COLLI C| S HIDES I Vxlio W xs X ST XT! If XXt MI.MRIR, YOU! It LVF PE TO Bl USED PRIM AR! IV IV THE SCHOOL DISTRICT WORKSHOPS 
IN TUI CXI'XCin OI |\ xiu.xnvi HEDRACK HITHER POSITtYI OR NEGATIVE I IO HUP IMPRCVI nil TRAINING MODEL, INTERAGI.no - COOPERATION WXS OlfIRfD BY 
HU |) XNCT ROUS DRUGS Dlx ISION, SIIIRUI *S DIPxU P.UM s. I OO XI 1*01 1 Cl DIPARlMlNIS. Tiff UNIVERSE! Y Ol SlVADX|R|.NO AND I AS VEGAS CAM WSlSf. 



NEW I • XXi.’M UR I nil SI A T I 1 1 XV l LXD X CONSUL I AN 7 10 HI* SIAll DiPAU . x t| N i Oi |J)UCX IIOS ANl) IChMIR ASSISlANI U.P.I.K- PROEISSOR AT THE UNIXERSHYOI MAINE (PRESQUE 

I SI 1 1 . x CCll I Cl sT’JDIN: M RVlCfS I.MPIO'll. AiUCi.M HICH SCIICOI CRXllUATl. xM» IVO^irLM CCIllGl OR XDU XT1S WHO 1 1 AD PREVIOUSI Y VxORKLD WITH YOU TIL 
THRU Cl nil S-XMMHIP 1 1 XM WERE R|«TM CCHJI C! \\D IMOl sCHCOt CRApUXJis. HICH SillOOl HMCBSIMM RIIAIMD XS XOU I ft INTER XC TORS DURING TH I 
lit XlN|\C Si SslONS. CIHIR XOHTH, XN!\*’?Mw. xiOGAl IOH ’1 XK \Qtl l!» Mt'MCl XN. X O" 111 lx OR KIRS, SI XT! STUHIM COUNCIl OHIGIHS, ITC., WLRI DUPLY 
INX Cl VI lx Ln 7 10 STATI lu ll TKXININC, Thl GOVERNOR'S C U JMI XND Dll r*QUt*.GX COM XI |S MO’., HIISIA7I XLCOHOL AND DRUG DIVISION Cl IX’BIIC HI AlTIl. 

I ID MAT I POIICI XND 11(1 CORRICTIONXl INSmmiONS V.IRt t’IPKIMMrDON I HI XDWSOM \NI) IT XNNJNO BOARD. 



N|V.*;|RS«X mi NLW JE RSI X r ! AXt xx XS M XD! UP Ot X COSMIl I AN I 1C It! XI 111 f DUG X I ION. DlpXRrMINl Ol EDUCATION. XND IHRll EDUCATION SpICIALISlS TO 7111 STA7L 

PIPXP. lAIINT Cl HE XlIlL XI 1 til G XXIDIN WORKSHOP PWO IHC.II sCIICCl MU DIM S XNH*JCM »“ OU I GI STVDI.N f S IROM III! LOCAL xT. bX WIRE IISID 10 PI AN AND 
gondmgi the program. TIES SXXU plxnwxs IOR! gxrmi»ho ,, i IN OTHER MX!! IIVH IRxININCPROGV xms. intihaclnca cooper xteon existid WITH THE 
DlP.xR TMIN 1 O! HE XMIE (DIVISION oi VxKGOllCS x\p |)RI»C xmisi CO?: IP Cl i; » HI SlXllPOIICt, THE URBAN SCHOOLS PIVILOPMPCT COUNCIL .XND THE DLPaR F- 

xu.N : ot iihtu? ijvicxriON xii avisr.Pixr.MNG xnuconmu ; xnt sirvd is ;o hie drug »d«g\iion iraining program. 



MW MEXICO IH! h-MEMRIM s I \ 1 1 II XM W AS GCMPCMP 01 IXxOHKH Sx’MvV'l II X. *1 1! •' S. \\ 11 EMIM XRX SOK'OI PRP.CIP Xl . Til! Clilll 01 7 Iff SCHOOL IUAITII SIC T LON OF THE 

HI -XI TH AND S0C1 \J SIR VIGIS DIPXR !*.||M. \ P^IGR III. M S« l\VI XvnJs; v, : i'RINClPxi. x :.*> Cl \,\ i E OH fHI N XR GOT ICS DIVISION CE Till NEW MfAJCO STATE 
POL ICE, x SPfOlAllS! IN HI XI 7 H XSIMTEXMCXI IpUCXIION x*.D !* I 0*1 X HON ICH 111! ST x i I DIPAR rXIIM 01 IPUCxIlON, AND A DRUG EDUCATION COORDINATOR 
ICR TEH ST ATI DIP XR I MIN 7 Ol IDHGXJIO*.. XCUIEl ENVOI ! xl Mil x|XTl IEMI \x XN MXMPERID BICXUM S77:DFNTS COULD NOT Gil KIlfASED TIME E ROM 

XOIOOL TO ATI END PI XNNIS’C SISMO?.\. 111! Y WIRE To III IN*. OI X IJi f. Hit 1 CC Xl I R XINING SISSlONS l?: BO HI PLXNNlNC. AND PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION. THE 
M x7 I E^UCI CONTRIBUTED xslxlj U XXI Ml; 5I.IH XNpV.IRI i O M Xkl XtIMRIPSOI Till S XRCOHGS DIVISION XXXllABU TO LOCAL TRAINING PRO-AMS. THL 
SI ATI III XX Til AND SOCI XI SIRMCl S Dl PXR ; MIM CC". iMht: i xslx:| I |.XV Xlf MR! it XND UOPID lOOBTXIN HINfxING IOR CM ETILI TIME EMP10X1E TO VxCRK 

on na i e am ion no n \h. 



NIV. XOHK ONLX nxo R XCKCROUNiPs 0! Nl'.x XOHK’s !R M x I 1 I \!»f R sMII* ! 1 XXt WERE SHRXUIIiD. IHIXWIRI IH! ST.X7I COOP PINA TOR’S W HO IS SPECIAL ASSISTANT 

10 Till COMMISSION! R IOR DRUG I DUG X HON, x*,p • III M \ 1 1 l !.XM II X|MP ,V l*.*«0 IS CItXIRX! XN OE HO PI PAR I MINT OE IILALTfl XND PHXSICAL EDUCATION AT 
XDIIP 1 I 1 (ENIVlHSlTY AND DIRLG TOR CE Till xpiirill N X ; IOn Xl P* MNC%x GINJiH tO*» IH! MU IP. Ml HUH XOClH INVOLVE XifNT NOR IN7 iR ACINCX' COOPEB ATEON 
WIRl ID! N I If ITJE IN DU MV. XOHK PROCR XV. 



NOHTJI CAROLINX NOR TH C AH OLIN.X IIAD NO S I Al I 1 1 XV. (HI M X It COORHIN X I Of* V. XS n | ail XHI X IXIPIOXIP RX !H1 Sl-Xfi DIPXRTSHNT Ol EDUCATION AS SD1TPPR0J1CT 

DERICTOH, A STUDENT 1 XSK IOR GI Vx xs !N\OI VI1MN PI \\M\C X?.U I \! G'l IIGifl OT 113 Tl xGhSR Il» xIMNC IS MI IU1 E. T*UY‘V\|Pl TO HAVE A VWY ACTIX'I 
PXRT D: HU LOCAL fOliOV-UP PM OCR XXIS. ECPXHR DRUC USIIIS V.ERI X| SO IISID IS III! INSlTIUll. LM IR XO.NCN GOOPIR A TION W AS I ORTIICOMING FROM 
II a UNIX’IRSITY Ot N. C., SCHOOL OE PIIXRV.xGX, THE sJ X Tf UIPxl« {MINT OE MEM Xl Hf.Xl TIE, HU COVERNOR'S sn.'DY COMMISSION ON HARM 111! DRUGS, I1U 
SCHOOL OF DERI IC HLXL III AND 1 1 1! N. G. C»\ IV \| ; ".IX I R M 1 X. 
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vui 1 . 1 . \\|.«MIU IIKi-KirlUNM nil STaTF UaDEXSIIIPTHM MUIBEBS- UTKCBOMNns - TUI EXTENT 01 VOIITII INVOLVEMENT AND INTIJIaCINCY COOPERATION AT Till STATE TIAM IIVI1 



St \ 11 ! 1 H Ml 1 OK Y 


nis«rniriic% 


\OR l|tn AkO 1 A 


C» T»» VMIMBIR sTaTI TK\M. 1 AR! STATE AGENCY' PfRSONNll — DEPARTMENT Of ESJBLIC INSTRUCTION, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AN!) TUI ATTORNEY CE.NER Al'S 01 1 !CI- 
ANOTlHR is MUCH SCHOOL GUIDANCE COUNSELOR AND Till HETH INDIVIDUAL IS A PSYCHOLOaST AND AFFILIATED WITH Tltf STUDENT SERVICI PERSONNEL OF A COLLICI. 
ONFIS \P\lh tltll TIME MEM BER. AxHERLaS, TIU OTlUR »0UR ARE VOLUSTUR (ON RHEASED T1.\*E| AND PARTTIME NO YOUTH AR E REP* ESENTED ON TH1 TEAM. HOWIaIR. 
SltllllMS IROM Till icai SCEtOOL AND COLLEGE LE VEL W 1 RI R EPR 1 SEN TFT) ON Tiff STEERING COMMITTEE. PARTICULAR ATTENTION WAS MADE SO THAT YOUNG PEOPLE HERE 
ENVOI v ID IN R01H THF PL \N.VL\C AND IMPL EMENTATION OE TRAINING PROGRAMS. THERE HAS A EllOE CONCENTRATION Of YOUTH <2t> | INYOLYlD IN THE REGIONAl HORK- 
shOPS AS IR aINIES. THEY AMLL JUNCTION AS TRALNIRS WHIN RETURNING TO THEIR HOME AREAS. THE STATE AGENCIES COOPER A TIN C WITH THE DEPARTMENT 01 PUBLIC 
INSTRUCTION ON THIS PROGRAM aRI t STaTI HEALTH DEPARTMENT, ARE a SOCIAL SERVICE CENTER. BOARhOE IIIOIIR EDUCATION, COMMISSION OF ALCOHOLISM AND 
STATE h*XU’OIOC.Y DEPARTMENT, |A\\ INIOKClAtINI COUNCIL, OOMPH IHINSIYI COMMUNITY IILaI Til CENTER, VNDOHlCF 01 THE COST R NOR. Ml 6 XAllll R ID* 1 SENT ID 
ON HQ s HIRING COM MITT 1 E, \U SWIRE INVOLVED IN PROGRAM IMPIEMENTaTEON, AND HE ALTH, HlCHER EDUCATION, STATE TOXICOLOCY, LAW INI OR Cl Ml NT AND 
COMMUNITY IU ALTH WFR E ALL PARTICIPANTS IN TRAINING. DRUC EDUCATION WAS ENVISIONED AS BEING PART OF A PACK AGE WHICH INCLUDES K- 12 SUF- CONCEPT UNITS 
AS Will \S K- 12 EXPLORATION OF THE WORLD OF WORK. 


Oiio 


OHIO’S IN Ml MR IR STATE TE AM HaSIOUR MEMBERS EMPLOYED REOHaRLS WITH TlO DIVISION OF DRUC EDUCATION IN IHI STATE DEPARTMENT 01 IDUG.aTIOS, ANOTHER 
is SUPERVISOR OE PHYSICAL 1 DUC \TION, RECREATION VND SAFETY. AND A SIXTH MEMBER IS DISTRICT SUPERVISOR 01 *f*nnASCE. T,I,,S . SIX MEMBERS (50 t ARE aIIILIaTID 
W|1H I Iff STATE DEPARTMENT OE EDUCAlTON. THE OllUB SIX ARE FOR THE MOST PAR I AFT1U A TED WITH SCHOOL SYSTEMS AROUND THI STATE: ONI IS A JUNIOR EtlQi 
\SSI5I ,\NI PRINC1P Al FOR THE AKRON CITY SCHOOLS. ONE IS A VISITING. TEACHER WIDE DIE COLUMBUS PUBLIC SCHOOIf, ONE IS A HEALTH aND PHY SICAL EDUCATION 
SUPERVISOR WITH THE DAY TON CITY SOEOOLS, ON! IS A I)1R| C10R OE DRUG IJMlC \ 1 ION WEI If 1 HE TOLEDO CITY SCHOOLS, ONE ISA CURRICULUM SPICIA1I5T WITH H5 . 
IDUCaTIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL 01 CLEVELANO, AND ONE IS \ COUNSELOR WITH THI OEOO BUREAU OFVOCATIONAl RDF ABC ITION IN CKCINNATE. IOUR 01 Dll TWI1W 
ARI HUE T IMI VND PERMANENT WHILE EIGHT \R E PARTTLMI. THERE IS NO YOU HI IN VOL \1 MINT R E PH ESENTED ON THE STATI TEAM. HOWEVER, 2S YOUSC PEOPLE < MOST 
OE WHOM \RI OR WERE drug. USER si WERE INVOICED in A THRI E-DaY WORKSHOP CONDUCTED BY THE DRUC EDUCATION DIVISION. THE STATE TEAM HAS ENCOURAGED 
10GA1 DIS1HIC I S TO INCLUDE YOUNG PEOPl 1 IN ?L \NNING VND LMPIEMLNT ATION OE IOC \L PROGRAMS. HOWEVER, NO YOUNG PEOPLE W FR F REPORTED AS TRAINED IS 
nil ILIVEN 1*>Y).7! DRUC. EDUCATION TRAINING PROGRAMS RLPOR TED BY THE SIATE OF OHIO. THERE APPIARS TO BE A HIGH DEGREE OE INTERAGENCY COOPERATICN. 


OM MIC ML \ 


HIT ST.aII'S 4- MEMBER ST ATE TRAINING TE \M WIRE : ONE, ACTING DIR E CTOR OE f Iff NARCOTICS AND DRUC SECTION OF THI STATE DIPARTMENT 01 EDUCATION (AND 
lORMffUY TITLE III PROJECT DIRECTOR IOR SIILLNC, OKLAHOMA, SCHOOLS}. ONI. DRUG IDtICAl ION COORDINATOR (NOW STATE COORDINATOR )( AND FORMERLY A HK3I 
SCHOOI GUIDANCE COUNSELOR!. ONL, HEALTH EDUCATION COORDINATOR WITH THE STaTI DEPARTMENT Cl Hi \L n«. AND ONE, A HlCU SCHOOL SENIOR FROM OKLAHOMA 
Cirv. 11 El SI FOUR MEMBERS ARE All PERMANENT. P\l!» II AM ME MRERS. r\\0 ARE EUI l TIME . TWO aRL PARTTIMI. IS ADDITION* TO THESE IOUR, THERE aRI IIOIT 
CM 1 SHU COS SUE T.WTS WHO ARE TRAINING PROGRAM LECTURERS IS I Ilf FOL i OWING DISCIPIINIS: FDUCaIICS, PHARMACOLOGY. PSYCHOlOCY, SOCIOIOGY ANlJllCAl 
ASPI CIS 01 DRUGS. YOU TH ARL INVOLVED AT 1 VERY 1 IVU - SI .VI I IIAM. REGIONAl AND LOCAL LI A LL IRaININC. IT W AS NOTED THAT 'STUDI MS TRAINED ON Till 
R 1 GlON.Al ilVEl WIRE EXIRE.MLLY ACTIVE All ER RETURNING 10 IlifIR IOCM SCHOCIX’. I r AA AS APPARENT THAI STUDENTS WFRE GIVEN AND ASSUMED INCREASING 
K 1 SPONSIBII m . IN ONE G ASl , THEY M\l> ASSUMED TCt-M RISPONSEBIII IY IOR IHI DRUG IJItICATlOS AGTIVITII S IN ONI SCHOOL. 


OH t % a'N 


IHIKI W AS NO STaTI TRAINING II AM AS SMCII. Till EIRST 11 VII Of TRAINING V. AS COORDINATED RY A IIICHlY COM Pi TINT PKOETSSOR OF III Al TH IDUCaTICN PROM 
llll UNIVERSITY 01 ORI GON WHO JOCK \ YT VR’S If \V| OE ABSI.NC! TO COMB If l Elil DRUG EDUCATION PROGRAM IOR OR! COS TEACHERS (DIPOT) PROJICT. INLHUOf 
A St' AT | 1 1 AAl, 14 DEPOT COORDINATOR S WHO s|RA| AS REGIONAl IL\M II ADIRSWIRI Sll 1 Cl ED TO HANDLE THE I0C4SEICSOF THE 14 IORTY-HOUR IN SI RAT Cl Cl D. ICS 
Him AROUND 11 a STATU THISI Pi pot COORDINATORS HI GRIM HD INDIGENOUS sou III AND COMMUNITY MEMBERS TO SERVE AS RESOimCl PtOPLE IOR HU aiNICS. 
SOUTH INVOI AIMINT W AS Df USED AS H.AATNC RIPRI SIN! ATLVI.S FROM Hl| slRAlGHls- AND Till STR f ITS” INCLUDED IN IaOI Or THE 14 TRAINING PRO CR AMS, AND 
AFTER THF 'KICK-01 1 CLINK"- INCREASED “STRAIGHT* 4 AND STRUT” sTMlUNT INVCI Vl MINI \\ AS DESIRED BY Till TRAINEES, AS REVEALED IN A PROCRAM EVALUATION. 
IN! 1 RAGING Y‘ COOPER Al ION WaS EXTRIMIJY HlCHAAini A 1 AKCI SI All INVISIMEN! 01 1IMI AND It ENDS, THE MaICR AGENCIES INVOLa'ED WITH THE Dl POT PROOWM 
WERE ■ DIVISION 01 CON TINtJINC EDUCATION, MEN 1 Al HI Al TH DIVISION J Al COIIOl AND DRUG SECTION* 01 li.H STM i BO \RD Of HEALTH, THE GOVER NOR’S Of FiCE, Till 
STATE SYSTEM 0! HIGHER EDUCATION, IHI OREGON HOaRDOI IJHJCWICN. 1 \W 1 NE OR C|M|N I . IHI GOURIs VND IHI MEDICAL ASSOCIATION. 


f'i NNsYIV \N!A 


TIU IO-MEMBIR STATE TI.AM AA AS M ADI t’P !NU»«IIY 01 st ATI GOIllG! l.'MAlRsIJY ff.s| RUC1 ION Al ST All. VIEWER! I’ARTTIMt, PFRM ANINT AND PALP. THEY 
f ACE! SPONSORED A SERIES OE DRUG 1 DUC A TECS I R AlNING AAORKSHOPs Al D H in Rl.sPICIlVf CO;i f Gl OR UNIVERS! TY — UNI VI R SlTItS Of PIT I SHUR C4 i, rENN STaTI, 
ANDTLMPIE VND COLL 1 CL% Of SUPPIRY ROCK, EOCK ILAVEN, AND I ASl s l UOlll 'SPUR G, YOUTH WIRI NOT InVOIMDIN HU PLANNING OE TIU STaTI PROPOSAL. 
HOWEVER, THEIR ENVOI VI-MINT AA AS WRirTLN INTO IHI PROPOSAl AM* llffitl PAR IIGIPAIIOS AS 11 AM" MEMBIRF -till FI EXPECTED AND INCOUR AGED AS Will AS 
rill IR INVOLVEMENT AT nil COMMUNITY IIVII. HUS WAS DEMONS 11* aII|» M a > Ys'lllll Ri PR IM NT Al ION IN HO |7 TRAINING PROCRAAtS R| PORTED TOUSOL 
PlTlRAGlNCY INVCI VENtENT WAS SOT MARKED! Y IEIC4L nil DIP\R TVIN ! S Ol 10 Al TH AMI Will ARI HAD ST \ll Ml \1MRS SERVING ON Tiff ADVISORY CO MM IT ni 
AAIIICII lORAtULATEP THE STaTI PHOPOSAl. Tlftsl REPRESENT AEIVI Si A 1 1 B SIRaTI* \S 1 1 MON PI R SONNLL FO THI GCLIiaS AND UNIVIR SITUS CONDUCTING THI 
TRAINING WORKSHOPS. HOW EVIR, THF CON IRIBIITlON 01 111! IKYSJ GOIU G» \ A\|» UNIVlRslIII s W AS GONSIIURaRLI A a UBY PROVIDED AlANY SERaICLS NOT COaTRLD 
IN DOIR OPIR ATINC RUDCFTS. 


RHODE ISLAND 


IHL NIM-MEAthl R STATE TRAINING TEAM WAS f'RIJ*0'UNANriY RIPRI SIN IIP I.Y GOMA'UMJY V.OHKIRS. IHIKI WIRE El\ 1 WHO ASORKID IN DRUG 71* LATMI NT CENTIRS 
(TSaOOI WHOM AVER] IX- ADDICTS). XNOiltlR MLMBIR \llffl.\TtD WITH J HE DIP\R1V|M 01 sOGI U SERVICES AlSOW AS A l)ROP-IN CENTER WORKER. STILL aNOTHIR 
Al EMBER WHO AA AS INI PLOY! D BY 1111 ST AT E Dl P ARTMfSl 01 HE ALT1I AA \\ A PRISON PARCH 1. IN ADDITION TOTIttSI HIG4LL S' R EJ.EVANT IXPERIINCES, OTHER MEMBERS 
RI PR 1 SENT ID Till DISCIPLINES Of PH ARM \COIOGY, MEDICINE \NI) PSY Clfl V ? »« Y. CHEER M All aa'ENCY PIRSONNU InCIUDLD a R 1 PR 1 SINTATIVI FROM Till GOVERNOR'S 
0FI1GE0! DRUG ABUSE. THE DFpARTAllNl Ol NARCOIICS AND DANGEROUS DRUGS AND IHI DIPARTMENT 01 HLAl til. All WIRE PaRTTLME AND PAID. SIX WERE PLR- 
MASINT AND THREE AaEPE TENIEX^aRY. IfH PROGRAM WAS. INEE1IGT. SUDCCNIR \Cl El» 1C 1 1Q UNIVIRSIIY OE RHODE ISLAND ,VND THI TRAINING II AM WORKED IN 
CL05I COOPERATION WITH Iltl pi PAR TMENI Cl MKICAllON VM)PAKEIClll AIM Y Willi till Mllll A DIVISION WHICH ft AS R 1 SPONSIBLE fOR PREPARATION Of THE TV DRUC 
F DU Cation SERIFS TO RE USED IN Ilff six VNcK^IR aaoRKSHCI'S. nil DM OK IVS All Dll LAlAl A v. As THAT NIJTIUR IHI si. ATI DIPARTMENT Ol IDIJ CATION NOR THI 
HNIVFRMTY RlSPONDID WITH NDITP ASSISSMINI IN! OKU AtlON SO llUfKItm I s AG1UAUY ! OR MaU Y R IPOR IID TO USOI . 




f A HI I |,l. N XltR A 1 1X1 DESCRIPTION OF Till STATE LEADERSHIP TLxXl XILMBERS* BACKGROUNDS - lilt iMIMOl YOUTH INVOLVE. MINT AND INT I R AGENCY* COOPl RATION A I till STATI IIAMIIVIJ 



STATI 1 1 HR IT OH Y 


DESCRIPTION 1 


SOUTH CAROMNA 


lit! SOUIHCXROLINA STATI TRAINING 1 1 AM Still 1 RID A 7S AT IR 1 1 ION RAH sO THAT ITS ONI. MIMBI R, WHO IS CHII 1 SUPERVISOR OF GURR lOHII M DlVIiOPMINT 10H | 

1HI STATE DIPARTMINT OF EDUCATION. WAS BOH! STATI COORDINATOR T,.xM 1 1 ADI R AND TRAINING II AM MEMBIR. Wini THE HIIP 01 OIM Mill CONMII I AN IS WHO 
SI-KVID AS LECTURERS IN THE DISCIPUNISOI PHARMACOLOGY, SOCIOLOGY, PHYSIO 10 GY, 1! GAL ASPECTS, TRI ATMI NT NflDS, ANDCAUSIS xND PIIARSI XCOtOCIC xl 
ASPICTS, nil TRAINING PROGR AXIS APri ARID TO RECEIVE W HI BALANCED CONI IN 1 . YOUTH ENVOI VIMI.NT WAS IV1DINC1D BY R LPR 1 SINT ATION CN Till ST A i 1 INSIR1IC- | 

T10NAL PL V.NNING COMSHTTET AND A RATIO Ol ONI STUDlNT PER niREI TLXCHIRS AS T RAIN! 1 S IN R1 GIONAI AND LOCAL WORKSHOPS, 01 1111 H IV USING PROGR ISIS 1 

REPORTED 5J 01 THE PID1S1DUAI S TRAINED WIRI STUDENTS. WITHRIC.XRn IO INTER AGENCY COOPIRATION, THE STATI BOARD 01 HEALTH, MINI At III Al III DIPART- 1 

SI INT, LAW INrORCLXILNT ACINC1IS, AND E OC Al PR AC TICE NO PHYSICIANS AND PSYCHIATRISTS SIR STD ON INSTRUCTIONAL PLANNING COMM! THIS AND AS CONSUITANlS ' 

1 0R Till WORKSHOPS, 


SOI UK DSKO IA 


Till ITVI-MIMBIR STATE TEAM CONSISnHOI IA\0 CHIDANCl COUNSUORS, ONI IROXt Tltt RAPID CITY SOIOOl S AND Till OTIHR IR0X1 nil SIOUX IALLSPIIBHC SCHOOLS; I 

ONI WAS A STUDENT AT SOUTH DAKOTA STATI UNIVERSITY AND ANOTHER A IIFAI ni COORDINATOR AT Till UNIVERSITY, W'lllLI Till STATI COORDINATOR WAS A Rl HILAR 
I.MPIOYIJ WITH THF STATE DIPARTMINI Ol PUB1 1C INS rRUCTION. BESIDES ntE COUECl STUDLNT HI HUSINT1D ON T III STATI TLAM, IT \A A S 1 LX 1 HlVl T HIP 1 SHOULD Bl 1 

X10RI DFMNID YOUTH INYOIVIMf.NT IN THE TRAINING PROGR AXIS THEMSELVES. THIS Rl COMMEND AT ION WAS APPARENTLY ACTIO UPON AS 49 01 HIE TRAiNI 1 S RIPOR HD 
IN 7 IR AIN ENG PROCRAMS WIRI YOUNG PEOPLE. DURI WAS SO SPIC1ITC MENTION 01 IN ElR AGENCY COOPIRATION . 


IINMSSEE 


Hfl IOUR STATE TEAM X1FMBERS WERE ALi EMPLOYEES 01 Till STATE DEPARTMENT Cl IDUCATION AS EDUCATIONAL CONSULTANTS (2) AND EDUCATIONAL SUPERVISORS |2j. 
ONI WAS PAID AND THE OTHER THRU C1VIN RllEASFD TIM1 TO PARTICIPATE IN THE. I f > REGIONAL CONI LRLNCTS. THERE WIRE NO YOUTH REPRESENTED ON THF STATI 
TEAM, HOWEVER, SOUTH WERE INVOLVED IN THE PLANNING ANl> THEY WERE SCIIFDULID TO BT IN SOLVED IN Till REGIONAL CONFERENCES. THEY WERE ALSO ENCOURAGED 
TO PARTI CEP ATT IN LOCAL LEVE1 rR OCR A SIS. THIS WAS IVEDENCIJ) RY THE E'ACT THAT 40 Ol Till TRAINEES IN THI 10 CONFERENCES WER l RERORTID TO Bl YOUTH. 

HVl STATI AGENCIES WERE CITED FOR TUFTR ENTERACFNCY COOPERATIVE EFEOWTS TOWARD THE STATI DRUG EDUCATION PROCRAM. THEY WERE : DEPARTMENTOr 
SUN TAL IILUTTI, DEPARTMENT OF EMBLIC |l FAITH, DFf ARTXILNT or RIBLIC XVfXFARL, TINN1.SSEI RURlAtl OF INVESTIGATION AND THE TENNESSEE COMMISSION ON YOUTH 
a 1 ID AN CL. 


UNAS 


T 1 XA S' 2S-MIMBIR STATE TLAM WAS COSIPOSfDOF S STATE DEPARTXttNT Ol EDUCATION. KNOx\N AS TUI TLX AS IDUCATION AGIN C S', EMPi OYELS AND 20 COORDINATOR S 
01 RrctON.Xt EDUCATION S1RV1CE CLNTFRS. \U 2SWIRI Hill TIME, PIRMANINT AND PAID. Till INXOI VLMFN'T 01 YOUNG PEOPLF SPECIFIFD THAT THEY XxOtll D Bl MEMBERS 
01 THF TTXAS rDUC.XTION AGENCY TEAXIS TO Bl TRAINID AT TUI KICJONAl EDUCATION SERVICE CINTIRS, Al SO, LOGAI TRAIN INC WOULD LNCCURaQ THE SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
TO AtJOW STUDIN TS TO TaKI Till LEAD IN SCHOOLS IOR P! ANNIN G DRUG OUICATION ACTIXlTUS. I0R1Y-HVI PIRCINT 01 THE TRAlNELS RIPORTID TO USOI V.IRI YOUTH 
Tlfl TIX.XS IDUCATION AGENCY AND IDUCATION SIRXTGl GINTIR STAII WIRI A PART OF Tltt COOPIR XT IV! IHORT 01 Till STATI nfROUOl AN* INTIRAGINCY COUNCIL TO 
PIUrXRF AND PUBLISH A COMMUNITY ACTION OI1DI, Rl Cl 1X1. TRAINING AS A I f AM, AND GO TO IOCAL COMMUNI1II.S ON A CONSUL TAT IVI. BASIS TO HUP nil.SI INITIATE A 
IOCAL COMMUNITY ACTION* PROGR AM. TIM AGENCIIS CITED IOR THEIR SUPIORT Ol mi 1 PDA DRUG EDUC-XltON PROCRASl Pi TIXAS WIRE: COMPRI IffNSlVl Hi Ai Til PLAN- 
NI.NG, T FA AS COUrCl AND UNIX'IRSITV SYSTEM ECOv^nDIS XTING BOARD}, CRIMINAL fllSTICI COUNCU, DIPAR (MINI Ol CORRICTIONS. DEPARTMENT 01 Mf.NTAl HIAITII 
AND MINFAl Rl TARD ATION, DTPAR TMI.NT OF H1BE1C SAIE TV, DIVISION Of PAROII SIIPIRVIMON, STATI DIPARlMIM 01 DihllC WIJFARI TIAAS COStMISSION Ol I AXV 
FNIORCIMINT, TI.VXS Dl PAR TMENT 01 HI A ITT 1, Tl XAS R UtABILITA TION COSISllSSION, ll\xS SlAll BOXllDOl PHARMACY AND Till Tl XAj YOUTH COUNCIL 



Ut TlH $- MEMBER STAT1 TIAX! CONSISTED Ol A CLINICAL p SYCHOI 0CJS7 WITH Till SAIT I AKI COMVUMIY MIN I At IQ All II PROGRAM, 1111 Ml AD 01 Ml, MTU SERVICES A1 THE 

UNIX BtSlTY* Ol UTAH, THE DIRECTOR Ot nil DRUG DIVISION 01 Tlfl DtPARTMINTOI SOCIAL SlRVIClS, A ISVCMlAi RIC NURSI WITH I ME STATE DIVISION 01 Ml NT At 10 At Til. 
A 111 (11 SCHOOL CRADUATI, AN EDUCATION SPECIALIST, AN INI0KMAT10K SPICIAIIST AND ITU STATE COORDINATOR WHOM RltlJlAR POSITION WAS AS SPECIALIST IN III AL III 
AND PHYSICAL EDUCATION WITH Till ST ATI BOARD 01 IJMKV.iTON, 10R Till ONE-Wll K "1 1X1 IN* TIURI \\ \S IO Bl ONI YOUTH ICR IVIRY PRINCIPAL OR TEACHER INVOIVID. 
IAIIR nilSI SAME YOUNG PEOPLE WIRE TO Hill* W| 111 REGIONAL AND SCHOOL DISTRICT TRAIN INC* 01 till I'* !*R MNINC PROCH AMS R I POH 1 ID Till RATIO Ol YCU1II C,VOLvT- 
MIN T WAS 20 . STATI AGENCIES WlflCII WERE CHIDIOR ITU ER INT IRACI.NCY COOPER A I10N WIRIi \ll POSl HIGH SCHOOL l DUCAT tONAL INS ITTUTIONS, T IQ. DRUG WIRE All 
Of Tlfl DIPARTMINT OF SOCIAL SERVICES, nil MIN I At III ALT II DIVISION 01 nil DITAR I MINT 01 SOCJ \L MRS1CIS, THE PIVENQ I COURTS AND Tlfl STaTI MOSTITM XY YIT.M. 



VERMONT tlfl STATE'S S- MEMBER STATE TLAM W|RI AU LtSTID AS 1 IMPCH Alt Y Willi ONI ASSIST AN I PROGRAM DIRE Cl OR \ND IOUR 11 ADI RSMIP TEAM TLXCHERS. YOUNCPlOPIl 

IR0S1 VARIOUS SECTIONS Of Tltt STATI WIRI TO SIRVI AS YOU 111 CONSU1 I AN’T S TO Till SlAll TEAS! AND IIKIWISI I AKI PART IN Till IRAiNINC PROGRAM AS TRAPURS 
\ND TRAIN! IS. 01 TIO II TRAINING PROGR AMS RIPORTiD 10 USOI 41 Ol HD PAR 1 ICIPAMTS W IR1 SOUTH. III! DIPAR FXILSTS Ol MENTAL HEALTH, DRUG RlllANI IT AT iON 
CCSISItSSION AND DIPARTMINT 01 EDUCATION WIKI R I PR ESIN HD ON 1 10 CHICAGO | W OR »: IN C GONI1 B INC| \ I IASI THAT TOOK PART IN AU PL \NNINC SiSSIONS WITH 110 
SI All TLXXI ITIAT A ITINDIP Till ADIJPIQ NTC. PI R SON NIT Ol l Ml STATI D1PAH TMIN E\ 01 llt.Sl 111. PUBLIC SAU TY, CCRRICT10NS, AICOIIOIIC R 111 SBIUTATION CCUS- 
SMCBS, WIRI TOBf INVITED TO ATTI-ND Till TRAINING MSMONS, 



THE ORIGINAL S-XIFMBLR STATE TEAS! CONSIST ID 01 TUI COOHDINMOR 0! DRUG IDUCAltON, 1 1 U \>MSl XNT SUP! R VISOR 10R HtAlTH AND PHYSICAL EDUCATION, THE 
ASSISI ANT SUPERVISOR 01 SECONDARY IDUCATION -- ALL 01 Hit S1A1I DIP\K IS1IN I Ol IDUCAllON, ITUS, x MI.MRIR Ol HU RICHMOND REGIONAL PLANNING OOSISIIS- 
SION 01 Tltt GOVERNOR'S COUNCIL ON NARCOTICS AND DRUG ABUSt , \ND \ COIJ I Cl MUDINT M VlKCTNJx I’d Yll CHNIC INS EITUTE \Nt) SMMRI R 01 THE GOVERNOR'S 
SOUni COUNCIL. HOWEVER, Till ACTUAL TRAINING TEAS! CONSIST U> ONI Y Ol nil COORDINATOR 01 DRUG IlMlCxTIOK AND Till ASSISTANT SUPIRV1SOR LOR IILAITH 
AND PHYSICAL EDUCATION. ONE Ol ITU LXRLY PROBI l MS ARCS! \\ HIT* IHI I OUR STATE I IVU l I A Clll R TRAINING INSlllUI |S W » RE CONDUCT IJ) WHUMIIRI I Or HI1SE 
MM MI.MRIR5 WERf ATTENDING Till NATION \l TRAINING Cl MIR PROGRAM AT SAN IRANCISCO SI Ml OCUICI DURING AUO 1ST 1970. Tlfl OTIflR TWO MIMBIRSONLY 
ASSISTED IN TME STATI WORKSHOPS ON A CONSUL! \NE BASIS. SC, LN ACT!) All! A, THE STATI TLXXI DID NOE ITJNCTION AS SUCH UNTIE T1 IT IOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS* 

IN- SI RVICl TRAINING PROGRAMS WIRE CONDUCTED. YOUNG PICI'll WIRI INVOIVID Pi Till ICUR SlAll WORKSHOPS IN A VARIETY OF WAYS: BAND, PANEL DISCUSSION 

AND PR I SEN TATION, SSI, \1L C^OUP DISCUSSION AND I ARCI GROUP Mill P.CS’ PR I .SIN I AT ION. IIOWIVIK, IN III! SIX TRAINING FROGR AXIS RF PORTED TO USCl ONI V 1 

01 THE TRAINEES WERE YOUTH. ENTERAG|M<*Y COOPIRAT ION I XISlID ttil II 1 1 II COVIRN’OR'S C0UNCII ONNSRCOEICS \Nl) DRUG ARUSl CONTROL. Hi ADS 01 MANY | 

STATI ACE NC II SARI MEMBER S O! Hfl COVIRNCR'S COUNCU , Ml Jill SI N E A ! 1X1 S W IR I II flll/IJ) XS CONSUt I ANT S \N|) SPt.SKIRS XT Till IOUR STATI WOR KSICPS. 1 



I 
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TAIU u. NaRP aTTVI DESCRIPTION Of THI STaTI LEADER 9GP TEAM MEMBERS* LACXCROUNDS . THEIXTIHT or YOUTH MVCLVMBfT AND OCTWaOUCY COOPERaTON *T TNI STATE TWM UVB 



ST ATI,’ TERRITORY 


DESCRIPTION 


WaSWNCTON 


01 TW tl STATI T1AM mMD>. OH 1 tS KLAD OF THE TRAMMC 1ICTKN K* THI STATE DtPARTM»fT Of SOCIAL AND HEALTH SERVICES, ANOTHER THE HEAL ™ ™ M 

SUPERVISOR FOR THI STATI OfFlCI Of IUBUC INSTRUCTION. TWO ARE GUIDANCE COUNSELORS PC* WM.IC SCHOOLS W RlOtAND AND ABERDEEN, CHI It A WALTH TEACHER 
mow THI TaOOMA PUBLIC SCHOOLS, ANOTHER 11 HEALTH BUCATTOK OOCRKNaTOR *fTH THE KENT IUEIC SCHOOLS, OHI It A SCONCE TEACHER WITH THE HTWRORT 
SCHOOLS, ONE IS A DEAN Of S7V0INT1 POR PRAPOOW MtH SCHOOL 0* TAOOMA, OHI IS A HIGH SCHOOL ITUDtHT FROM TACOMA. TWO OTTOS ABE C0U1CT STUD INTI AT THE 

university of Washington and central wasmncton state coma, ano the state coordinator is a drucDKJCatvm cshmtant with the state omci of 

RIHIC INSTRUCTION. TWO MlMUHl ARE PUUTtMX, S ARE PARTTIME, ANDOW It NOT WDICaTBI. AU ARC PERMANENT AND PAUL TWENTY-FIVE PERCENT Of THE STATE 
TIAM IS COMPOSED Of YOUTH MEMBERS. THE STATE COORDINATOR CRICMUlY TRAVELED TT90U001T TW STATE MXTT1NC WITH VARIOUS 90UPS Of WWC PROfU TO 
OBTAIN THOR INPUT PR POR TO DILI OWC THE ITATPl DRUG EDUCATION TRlINWCItAK. CCL1ECZ STUDENTS, SECONDARY STUDINTI AND YOUNCSTEAI IN STATE R EHAROS> 
TaT JON INSTITUTIONS WIRE INVOLVED IN THIS BlA- CA HID* MG PROCESS. TH COLLECT SENIOR OH THE STATE TIAM POtTAONID CTADUaTKN Wf A YEAR TO WORK AS AN 
aOMINISTRATTVI INTERN TO THI STATE COORDINATOR, he D a RiailAR MEMBER OP THE STAIR Al© RECUVtt SALARY, tPafTTS AND AU miVlIEOBACCTIRDP TO STATE 
cm norm, au youth tlam mimiisi bicejve the same unutts and have the sami Ru.'ONsaarnts as the adult members of thi tiam. collect stuihnts will 
AS 9ST IN rVALUA iTNC THI1 YEAR'S PR OCT* AM. ALSO SCHOOL DISTRICTS ARE IBNC INSTRUCTED TO CXVE LOCAL STUDENTS tQUAl REPRESENTATION OH DISTRICT TEAMS. 

TWO EMPLOY ELS Of THE ST ATI DEPARTMENT Of SOCIAL AND HEALTH SERVICES WIRE ALLOW R> TO DEVOTE SOW Of THBR TIMt TO THE PROJECT. TW SAMI MPaR TRmfTlUT 
ITS MENTAL WAlTH SICTIOH A CRIED TO COOPERATE »Y PROVIDING NAMES Of LOCAL DISTRICT CONTACTS AND tY MARIN C THESE CONTACTS WHENEVER ftASBU. MANY 
STATI AND PPIvaTE tNlTTnmOHS Of KK3QR LLARNWC PROV©ID THE OPPORTUNITY POR SUMMER SCHOOL STUDENTS TO ASSIST (N THE DIVTIOPMINT Of PUBLICATIONS. 


WIST VtPONlA 


THI ORIGINAL STATE TEAM WAS MADE UP 01 A PROflO DIRECTOR AND AN ASSISTANT PROJECT OCR ECTOR WITH THE STATE DEPARTMENT Of HJUCATION, A TEACHER WITH 
THE WOOO COUNTY SCHOOLS, A OOUNSOOR WITH THE STATE DEPARTMENT OP MENTAL HEALTH, AND A COLLECT STUDENT PROM MAR EMAIL UNIVERSITY. P®WTV», THE 
TIME COMMITMENT POR THESE INDIVIDUALS TO CARRYOUT STATE TEAM BESRRffiBLITTlS WAS NOT POLLOWID TWOUOfUAVINC THE ASSISTANT PROJECT DIRECTOR TO 
RUN THI TRaMWG PR OCT AMS MOSTLY ON HIS OWN, YOUTH WIRE U% Of THI PR OCT AM TR A WEES* HOWEVER, TWIX YOUTH WIRE TRAINED M COHEIR INCH SEPARATE 
mow Till TLA OCR WORKSHOPS, SO THAT INTER PEA SON Al COMMUNICATION AND COORDINATION Of LOCAL TRaDGNC EPRORTS WIRE NOT A mEt-flOWINCOUTCOMIOf 
TRAIN INC . YOUTH WERE SROUOrT WTO TLACMPR WORKSHOPS ASfARTICIPANTSArriR THEY PUD BEEN HWOtVED W THIIR YOUTH COHPIRIPICIS, OfTIR AGENCY CDCT ERA. 
TION WAS PERHAPS THE BIGGEST PROBLEM THE PROJECT HAD TO COPI WOH •• mDITAI HEALTH, THE GOVERNOR'S COMM ITT U ON CTWI, DttB«*JtNCY AND mWOTTIW. 
AND THE DEPARTMENT OP EDUCATION HAD SOML OCNPllCT OVTR SHE SfONSCUHP Of XM DRUC EDUCATION PROGRAM. TO TW STATE COORDINATOR'S CRIDfT THESE 
Dismns wERl am mow aTED. 


*»CWiIN 


THE IP. MI AO IP STaTI TEAM CONSISTED OP THI STaII COORDINATOR WHO WAS ALSO SUPERVISOR Of HEALTH IDUCAT1W POR THE DEPARTMENT Of PUBUC INSTRUCTION, 
HER A0MDU1 m aTTVI AIM ST ANT. who MAS now I (CO Ml T>U STATE COORDINATOR POR l*TUn. A SOCIAL WORK SUPERVISOR POR THE DIPaRTMINT, A CONSULTANT POR 
nil KJPlAUOP ALCOHOLISM AND DRUG ABUSE. A MEAL Tl« EDUCATOR POR DO CITY HEALTH DEPaRTMMT. A OOLLICT STUDENT mOM MIEXMIM STaTI UNIVERSITY AT 
PlATTnUU. AN INSTRUCTOR PROM THE MRWaUKU ARIA TECHNICAL COUlCI. AND FIVE HEALTH EDUCATION SPECIALISTS PROM CttA* 1*. tl, P, 1 AND IB OR If. *11 
WITH THI EXCEPTION Of THI COORDINATOR'S ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT. PARTICIPATED IN THE UNIVERSITY OP WISCONSIN NaTONaL TB AlNtNC CENTER DURING JULY 
AND AlfOIST H»RO. Tl* YOUTH MEMBER ON THE TEAM WAS A IRISHMAN IN C3U1GE. PLANS WIRE TO HAVE A YOUTH MEMBER Of LAOS Of THE IP CUA TRAlNINC TLA MS. 
or THI 101 TRAlNINC PROGRAMS SUEMITTID TO C KH, Of THI TRAINUS WIRE YOUTH THE ACINOUS CITED POR TW9 INTERAGENCY COOPER ATTON IN TWl DRUG 

IDUCaTION IITORT w pi | THE BUREAU OP ALCOHOLISM AND DRUG ABUSE, DEPARTMENT©! HEALTH AND SOCIAL SIR VI CIS, BUREAU Of HEALTH IDUCaTDN, COMMIRHTY 
10 A! Til SPRVtCIS, DIfAP TWDiT Of HLAiTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES. THE UNIVERSITY Of WIS CONS M (tNOUDINC THE STUDENT AdAlRiOmCT), THE SCHOOL Of PHARMACY. 
HIALTH IPOC ATION, ANO 10*001 Of UXTCaTTON. TW DIPARTMINT Of JUSTICE AND COUNCIL ON CTtMWAl JUSTICE. 


WYOmWC 


DOS STATI HAD A W MEMBER STATI TEAM Of STR IK INC COM PAP AWL ITY - TW STATE COORD M A TOR WAS FORMERLY AN WSPAUCTOR Of SCHMCI IDUCaTION AT THI 
UNIMRSJTYOP WYOMING AND THIN II C AMI A SCIINCI AND DRUG CON RATANT TO TW STATE DIPARTMINT Of IDUCATTCN. WMttl THE TWO ASSISTANT WORK STOP 
DIP 1 CTOPS W IP 1 1* AND 11 YIaRSOLD. nil CTRL WAS A PIONT WOf SCHOOL CTADUATt* TW BOY A COtllCE UNDIACT ADUAtE. THTY WERl DEOIY INVOLVED IN 
THI PR ANKC SISSONS WOPKINC AS "YOUTH CONSULTANTS* IN SMALL CROUP |S>ll PAR DOPANTS PER CROUP) PROCESSES. (T IS DISAPPOINTWC THAT Of THI 4 
TRAIN CSC PROGRAMS PI POR TO TO U$OI NO YOUTH WP>I PPORTID AS TRAINUS. THE RIPPOR T PROM OTHER A ON CHS CAME PROM THE STaTI MINT Al KJJPITAL, 
TW naIKJNaI WSnTllTI OP wINTAL UTaLTH, n« UNIVERSITY Of WYOMWeS MPaRYMINT op pharmacology and DtPARTMDCT Of SOCKLOCY. 


A MIR 1C AN SAMOA 


IOUR INDIVIDUALS WlRI LISTED Al TRAINING TIAM MfMURL THI TEAM HAD tR AND STATE COORDINATOR AND ONE Of THE TEAM MEMBERS WIRE IMPIOY1D BY 
TW DIPAR TVJNT « rl'UC ATION. A THIRD TEAM MIMIIR WAS 1R0MTW DIPARTMINT Of PU1UC SAFETY AND A P0UR1H WAS mOM TW MIDCCAl SERVICES 
DIPAPTmIN T, All FOUR ATTHNOfD TW SAN FP AN CISCO STaTI COUlCI NATWNAl TRaMINC CENTER. UPON R I TURN INC WOM TRAMINCONI MEMBER LEFT THI 

riPprrcRv touvi in na statps. thi othpp n»u won iistid as parttimi, permanent stapt, who mad illn ovtn phlasid timi to ccnd-jct the 

TR AlNtNC. HOW TVER, NO TRAINING PROfRAMS WlRI PIPOR HD TO USOf AND PUR Tl UR MORE, NONP SUM ED TO BE PlANNED FOR IfJO-PI, UNTU TW NIID AROSL 
YOUNC FT on 1 WERl NOT INVOLVID IN DO PLANNING OP AMERICAN SAMOA*! DRUG EDUCATION TRAlNINC PROCRAM AND THI OP4Y INTIR aCINCY COOfIR ATION 
CITID WAS Tl« PIllAVI Of TWO TRAINING TEAM MIMlPRS IPOM THE DIRaRTMINT Of PUBLIC SaFETY AND 1TU MEDICAL SERVICES DIPAPTMINT. AFTER SEVERAL 
AHIMPTS TO OPT A IN MORI INPCP M A T1CN ABOUT HI PROCRAM POR TW WWTE ASSUSMENT IT CAN ONLY II CONCLUDED THAT VERY UTTII IF ANYTH INC CAMI 
Of niR IPDA CP ANT. TRAlNINC POR TPaOURS, ADMINISTRATORS AND IKTIRISTID COMMUNITY IXADIRS WAS TO BICEN IN IURUARY IBFI ALDCUOI PIOTHINC 
HAS IUN PIROR T1D. 


(DAM 


NO AMPLSMINT PORMSPIGARPtNC TRAlNINC TIAM OR DRUG IDUCATION PR OCT AM STAPT WERE SUBMITTED TO U SOI BY GUAM. MOWIVIR. S ITaTE TEAM AttMRIR S 
WlRI PtPORTID TO MAVI aTTINDED TW VAN mANClSCO STaTI COLLI (E NATIONAl TRAlNINC CENTER. TWO TP AlNtNC PROCRAMS W|RI PI PORT ID IN WHICH PO 
INUWKlAlS. PRITXJMINANnY SOOX PFRVCTNNa. PICUVED 10 HOUP S OP DRUC IIXJCA TION TRAINING. POUR YOUNC PTOfU WERl USD D Al TRAJNOl. TWRI tS 
so indication op h tip aCIncy cooper atwn, 


fill A TO A ICO 


PUERTO PICOD© NOT MAVI A STaTI TLAMIIaDPR. PUT PaTHIR A STATI PLAPCNINC COMMITTEE OF NINI INDIVTOUaII WHO ARI TW TRaWINC TEAM MEMBERS, 

IOUR API MfH (ADD WITH T1U DIRaRTMINT Of IDUCATION, TWO ARI WITH TW DRUC CCNTRCT CO MM ITT li, ONI WITH TW DIRARTMINT Of SOCIAL SERVICES, 
OS| Wini IW DIRARTMINT Ol MENTAL HEALTH A? D ONI A COMMUNITY LLADER. TMItt NWI WlRI All PARTTIMI, PERMANENT ST AFT WHO HAD BUN OVEN 
1 IllAVIO TIMI TO PAR TICJRaTI IN THIS PROJICT. liarroUTS©! CON WIT ANTS WIRE USED TO PROVPI THE DfSCmiNU Of PlYOIOtOCY. SOCIOLOCY, II CAL 
AVTICTS, PHARMA COL OCY AND CROUP PROCUl MX HIOI SCHOOL STUDENTS WlRI USD Al NORMAL ADCTLSCTNCT CONSULTANTS AND PTVl U-ADOtCTS WlR 1 

usid as coNRJi t ants to Lxn ao< na voocxoaCAt aspjctsof dp uc usi. as part op the trainwc pr ocr am younc PicRU par net? at id IN ducussinc 

TW PROM IMS THAT WORRY AND AlYlCT THEM. YOUNC IX'AOOICTS PAR nClPATID ALSO 04 94 AU CROUP DISCUSS IONS. INTIR ACINCY COOP IR ATION WAS CHID 
IPOM Till SAP COT ICS COMMISSION. TW DIPAPTMINT Of HIALTH (MINT At WAlTH FR0C9AMI AND TW DEPARTMENT Of SOCIAL WI1PARI. PURI SLNTaTTVTS PROM 

nasi acinous api members 01 no planninccommittu at shi cintrai uvol 


U.S, VIPCJN IttAVOS 


no KNMIMBIR STaTI TIAM CON SI ST ID Of THI STATI COORDINATOR/ HAM HAD© WHO HAD BEEN AN ASSISTANT PRWCIPAl AT AU lAWTSPARIW SCHOCS. ON 
ST THOMAS PRIOR TO II COM 0*0 nil COCP DO. A TOR 01 DRUC EDUCATION IOR THI DIPARTMINT Of IflJCATTON, ANOTHER DIPARTMINT Of EDUCATION D4P10YXI, 
ArAPlNT. A K3CII SCHOOL SniDWT AND A wai SCHOOL O)©.* NCI COUNmOR ..ONTW ST. THOMAS TEAM. PUIS. A RECREATION SUPIR VISOR. A WQI SOOOL 
STUDfN r. A MICH SCHOOL OU©ANCI COLiSSflOR, A DIPaRTMLN .* Cl WaITH IMPtOYO, AND A PRIVATE HICN SCWXL TEACHER -» ON THI ST. CROIX TEAM. 

TIAM mIMIPRS WIPI PA© IOR 1UMMFE WOP K SHOP TRaINWC nO .VDILHII AND UNIVERSITY Of WISCONSIN NATWNAl TP AlNtNC CENT IRS. AU M IMS IRS WlRI 
TOPI AVAllAMI ONRIUASID TImI IN ORDER TO PARTtCIfATIW SC WDUUD TRAlNINC SITUATIONS. ONLY! TR AJNNC PROCTAMl WlRI REPORTED TO USOi .- 
AND THU! WlRI AU CONDUCT© ON ST. THOM A L MCAUSI Of OTHD« LOCaI LYJCaTSON PRESSURES TO PROVTDI PCT THI IDUCATION Of S.ODO All IN OtODRlN 
TW DRUG IDUCATION TRAlNINC PROCPAM WAS UOW IN <3 T7INC S T AR T ID. OTHIR PRORUMS AROSI WITH CCORDWATION KTWON TW TWO ISLAND Tl AMS. 
BICAUSI | ACPI HIT TWY »LA0 DIHIPInT TYPE S Of DRUC PROBLEMS WHICH DICTATED TW NEED FOR SIP AP ATI PR OCR AM V. TMDI UNRISCLVlD D1FTICULTUS 
MAY MAVI BIPN PIVPONVWI IOR ml aPPaUNT LAO Of PCUOW. 11901101 WITH ADttnONAl TR AtNMC SESSIONS. 



TABLE 2 



NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS PARTICIPATING IN THE 1970-71 STATE DRUG EDUCATION TRAINING PROOlAMS 
(As Reported to USOE on NDETP Assessment FORM 1 and Program Information Update Form) 





Total Number of 


Number Expected 


Number That 


Number That Will 




Operating School 


To Participate 


Have Participated 


Have Participated 


State/ Territory 


Districts In 1970-71* 


as of 12/1/70 


as of 6/30/71 


as of 9/1/71 


Alabama* 


124 


100 (81*) 


94 ( 76%) 


96 (77%) 


Alaska* 


26 


16 (57%) 


11(39%) 


11(39%) 


Arizona* 


292 (700 schools) 


? 


255(87%) 


255 (87%) 


Arkansas* 


386 


I2S (32*) 


120(31%) 


120 (31%) 


California* 


1. 120 


1.008 (90%) 


511(46%) 


511(46%) 


Colorado* 


181 


74 (41*) 


74(41*) 


,74(41%) 


Connecticut* 


169 


54 (32*) 


3J<(8*) 


*31 (18%) 


Delaware* 


26 


26 (100*) 


26(100*) 


26 (100%) 


District of Columbia 


1 (161 schools) 


1 (161 schools)! 100%) 1 (91 schools)(57%) 


1 (91 schools)(S7%) 




67 


67 (100%) 


67 (100%) 


67(100%) 


Georgia 


189 


16 S (87%) 






Hawaii 


1 (206 schools) 








Idaho 


US 


US (100%) 






UMnois* 


1, 170 


•> 


900(77%) 


975 (83*) 


Indiana* 


31S 


3 IS (100%) 


Did not respond to these Questions 


Iowa* 


4 S3 


12S (28%) 


89(20%) 


100(22%) 


Kansas* 


311 


311 (100%) 


260 (84%) 


280 (90%) 


Kentucky* 


192 


170 (89%) 


150(78%) 


160 (83%) 


Louisiana 


66 


66 (100%) 








236 


36 (IS*) 


36(15%) 


36(15%) 


Maryland* 


24 


24 (100%) 


24 (100%) 


24 (100%) 


Massachusetts* 


380 


60 (16%) 


110(29%) 


120(32%) 


Michigan* 


620 


541 (87%) 


428(69%) 


428(69%) 


Minnesota * 


497 


437 (88%) 


249(50%) 


251(51%) 


Mississippi 


ISO 


All Were Invited 






Missouri 


616 


460 (75*) 






Montana* 


674 


30 (5<M 


30 (S%) 


30(5%) 


Nebraska 


1,300 


250 (19%) 






Nevada 


17 


IS (88*) 






New Hampshire * 


157 


y 


39 (25%) 


39(25%) 


New leney 


578 


578 (100%) 






New Mexico* 


89 


89 (100%) 


69 (100%) 


89 (100%) 


New York 


737 


75 ( 10- ) 






North Carolina 


1S2 


120 (79%) 






North Dakota* 


356 


356 (100%) 


356 (100%) 


365 (100%) 


Ohio 


631 


315 (50-) 






Oklahoma* 


66S 


250 (38’ ) 


250 (38'*) 


250 (38%) 


Oregon* 


346 


All Were Invited 


193 (56**) 


193 (56%) 


Pennsylvania * 


590 (686 schools) 


? (314 schools) (46 


%) 243(41%) 


278 (47%) 


Rhode Island* 


40 


40 (100%) 


6(15*) 


6(15%) 


South Carolina 


93 


All Were invited 






South Dakota* 


270 


150 (56*) 


150(56%) 


150(56%) 


Tennessee* 


147 


147 (100 ) 


142 (97* ) 


142 (97%) 


Texas 


1. 179 


950 (81*) 






Utah* 


40 


36 (90?;) 


36 (90%) 


38(95%) 


Vermont 


272 


177 (65^) 






Virginia 


134 


124 (93* ) 






Washington 


320 


250 ( 78%) 






West Virginia 


SS 


55 (100') 






Wisconsin* 


4S2 (In 19 CESAs) 


? (19 CESAs) 


299 (66<) 


299 (66%) 


Wyoming 


130 


50 (38 






American Samoa 


1 


Depending on Need 






Guam* 


1 


1 (100 ) 


1 (100’) 


1 (100%) 


Puerto Rico* 


80 (36 7 schools) 


80 (100 - ) 


70(88%) 


80 (100%) 


Virgin Islands 


2 


2(100'<) * 






1 otal a 


17.237 








Adjusted Total* 5 


13,986 (100- ) 


8,458 (60 ) 






Adjusted Total e 


10, 183 (100 ) 




5,339 (52 ) 


5, 516 (54%) 



*33 States' Territories That Reported The Number of School Districts That Have Participated as of 6/30/71 and 
That Will Have Participated as of 9/1/71 

^Number of Operating School Districts In 1970-71 as Shown on TABLE 1., Research Report 1970^R IS, Sflmatet ?f, 
School Statistics. 1970- 71. Research Division, National Education Association 

6 Adjusted Total for 46 States/ Territories Reporting an Expectation Figure (Column 2) 

e Adjusted Total for 32 States/ Territories That Reported the Number of School Districts That Participated as of 6/30/71 
(Column 3) and as of 9/1/71 (Column 4) 
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SUMMARY Of TRAINEE EXPECTATION DATA CONTRASTED TO ACTUAL REPORTING DATA 
(As Reported on NDETP Aseument FORMS 1 and 2 and Program Information Update Form) 



St .itc Territory 



Number of Individual! 
State Program Expected 



Number of Individual! 
State Reported on FORM 



Number of Individual! 
State Said They Had 



Number of People the 
Strte Expected To Reach 
with Effect! of 1970-71 



79 , 



Number of People the 
State Estimated Having 
Reached with Effect! of 



Alabama* 


6,000a 




8,613b 




8, 733c (5, 354- 2-day tag. ) 364, S39 




Al ask a • 


3S0a 




563b 




681c 




•• 


__ 


Arizona* 


500a 




835b 






4, 158f 


-- 


4,158g 


Arkansas* 


SSOa 




570b 




S70c 




__ 




California* 




3, 260d 


S5b 


l,66le 




2,076f 






Colorado* 


360a 




342b 




342c 




.. 




Connecticut* 




2, OOOd 




2,678a 




2,678f 


.. 




Delaware* 


753a 


l,800d 


560b 






2,024f 




25, 165g 


District of Columbia 






740b 






26, 30 1 f 


IS7 OCr/ 8,000 teachan) 
157, °00^|49 t ooo crude nts) 




Horida* 




919d 


147b 


1, 13Se 




1, 1 3Sf 




152, 6S3g 


Georgia 




1.523d 


16b 


20,034c 






45,000 




Hawaii 




1, 125d 


153b 












Idaho 


368a 


2, 800d 


129b 












Illinois* 




2,800d 




4, 175e 




5,000f 






Indiana* 


1. 780a 




1,204b 








7,000 




Iowa* 


375a 


4, 125d 


274b 




277c 


30, 417f 


30,000 


30,000g 


Kansas* 




2, 500d 


209b 


2, 705c 




3, 238f 






Kentucky* 


B40a 




1,172b 




1, 172c 




36,000 




Louisiana 


2, SSOa 




1,829b 








000 (2^888^5/ 




Maine* 


198a 


1, 998d 


199b 


$40e 


199c 


5, 129f 






Maryland* 


148a 




212b 


l,040e 


212c 


18, 258f 


40,000 




Massachusetts* 


75a 




85b 




8Sc 


26lf 






Michigan* 


100a 


3, 490d 




3,093e 




3,065f 






Minnesota* 


180a 


86 8d 




4, 703e 




4, 492f 


25,000 




Mississippi 


1,000a 




1,106b 












Missouri 




1, 365d 


773b 








46,500 




Montana* 


300a 




367b 




367c 








Nebraska 


500a 




487b 








25,000 




Nevada 


1, 250a 




1,550b 












New Hampshiie* 




4, 425d 


52b 


4,4S3e 




4,636f 


16,000 




New Jersey 


336 a 


9, I86d 


333b 


536e 






30,000 




New Mexico* 


723a 


2, 729d 


822b 










23, 26Sg 


New York 


120a 


2, 500d 


116b 












North Carolina 




S, 190d 


173b 


3, 775e 










North Dakota* 


921a 


2, OOOd 


952b 




1,352c 








Ohio 


1, 870a 


4, OOOd 


1,212b 












Oklahoma* 


1,300a 




6,450b 




22,261c 






22, 26 1 g 


Oregon* 


SSSa 




604b 




655c 






l,645g 


Pennsylvania* 


1,650-1, 


73Sa 


1, 141b 




1,576c 








Rhode Island* 


34a 


1, 800d 


34b 






1, 168f 


1 




South Carolina 


2 SO a 




205b 


7,818c 






810,000/ 10, 000 teachers) 




South Dakota* 


1,200a 


2, 200d 


1,016b 




1,016c 




'SSSjSoS wmmimlty) 




Tennessee* 


1,000a 




674b 




825c 






Texas 


* Impost ble to say. . . • 


377b 


19, 714e 










Utah* 




2, S46d 


18Sb 


3, 792e 




3, 990f 






Vermont 


360a 


2, 140d 


333b 


372e 










Virginia 


168a 




168b 


91 7e 






53,500 




W ashington 


2,850a 




1,630b 












West Virginia 


SISa 




S14b 












Wisconsin* 


— 




77b 


8, 378a (3 Levels) 




3, 830f (2 Levels) 




Wyoming 


250a 




117b 












American Samoa 


'Cannot be known until the need arises. . 


1 










Cu am * 


90a 




90b 




90c 




f 8, 500 teacher*) 




Puerto Rico* 




706d 


40b 


6,0S0e 




6, 260f 


158, 500^150,000 students) 


14,073* 


Virgin Islands 


140a 




140b 








24,000 /* 1,000 teacher*) 





^ 24 1 000 students) 



. I 

erjc T 



1 A December 1. I9X) Prediction of the Number of Individuals Expected To Be Trained by June 30, 1971, by the State Team (Level 1). 
b Actual Number of Individuals Reported on NDETP Assessment FORM 2 as Having Been Trained by the State Team (Level 1). 

C Actual Number of Individuals Reported on NDETP Update Information Form as Having Been Trained by the State Team (Level 1), as of June 30, 1971. 

d A December 1. I9X) Prediction of the Number of Individuals Expected To Be Trained by June 30, 1971, via the "Multiplier Effect" Process (consisting of tte State Team 
ind Others Who Had Become Trainers as a Result of their NDETP Training). 

e Actual Number of Individuals Reported on NDETP Assessment FORM 2 as Having Been Trained via the "Multiplier Effect" Process (coalsting of the Stste Team and Others 
Who Had Become Trainers as a Result of their NDETP Training). 

* Actual Number of Individuals Reported on NDETP Update Information Form as Having Been Trained by Ju 
the State Team and Others Who Had Become Ttalners as a Result of their NDETP Training). 



f 30, 1971, via the "Multiplier Effect" Process (consisting of 



' Figure Reported on NDETP Updste Information Form as the Mott Accurate Estimate of the Number of Peofde Known To Have Been Reached with the Effects of the 
"Multiplier Effect" Procea Employed by the State 'a EPDA Program. 
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TABLE 3 SUMMARY OF THE NUMBER, TYPE AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF NDETP TRAINEE BY STATE; TERRITORY (For All Uveli) 

(Ai Reported to USOE on NDETP A*essment FORM 2) 





Number of 
Training 
Programs 


AU 

State 

Total 


State 

Level 


County 

Level 

Personnel _ 


Community 

Level 

Personnel 


AU 

School 

Personnel 


Youth 


Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 


6S 

6 

23 

10 

40 


8,613 

563 

835 

570 

1.661 


25 C— 94) 
40 { 7H) 
17 ( 2 *) 
34 { 6*) 
lit— Kt 


211 { 3K) 

18 ( 2K) 
62 (11K) 
108*1 7X1 


797( 9*) 

281 <50* ) 

34 ( 4K) 
55{lOK) 

526 <3 2K) 


2,477 (28*) 
154 (27*) 
756 (91*) 
237 (41*) 
771 (46K) 


5, 133 (60*) 
88 (16*) 
10 ( IK) 
182 (32*) 
2534(15*) 


Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

District of Columbia 


6 

(34*) 

11 

4 

g 


342 
2,678 
560 
740 
1. ns 


4< 1*) 
34 { 1*) 
10 ( 2*) 

124 11 1K1 


59 (17K) 
40 1 3*1 


61 (1894) 
62( 2K) 
81 (1494) 

201 (18K) 


134 (3994) 
1, 784 (67H) 
302 (54* ) 
699 (94K) 
631 (56K) 


84 (25*) 
798 (30*) 
167 (30*) 
41 ( 6*) 
139 (12*) 


Georgia 


101 


20,034 


10 <--*) 


42 <-*) 


2,0861(10*) 


1, 769 ( 9*) 


16, 1264(81*) 


Hawaii 


3 


153 


7 { 5*) 


— 


61(40*) 


54 (3SK) 


31 (20*) 


Idaho 


3 


129 


28 (2294) 


2 (-2K) 


17(13*) 


25 (19*) 


57 (44*) 


Illinois 

Iflfll 3 


28 

h 


4,175 

1.204 


66 ( 2%) 
2 f— tt) 


198 ( SK) 


651(15*) 

127(H*) 


3, 179 (76*) 
1.014 (84*) 


81 ( 2*) 
61 ( SK) 


Iowa 


S 


274 


2< IK) 


2 ( IK) 


82(30*) 


99 (36*) 


89 (32*) 


Kansas 


16 


2, 705 


5 <--*) 


25 ( IK) 


. 1,018(38*) 


961 (35*) 


696 (26*) 


Kentucky 


14 


1,172 


88 ( 7*) 


25 ( 2K) 


67( 6*) 


632 (54*) 


360 (31*) 


Louisiana 
M sine 


4 


1,829 


3 <--%) 
3 / 1*1 


55 ( 3K) 


1 1 2 ( 6K) 


958 (S3*) 


701 (38*) 


6 


540 


89(16K) 


225 (42*) 


223 (41*) 


Maryland 


9 


1,040 


25 ( 2%) 


38 ( 4K) 


199(19*) 


532 (S1K) 


246 (24*) 


Massachusetts 


1 


85 


.. 


— 


18^(22 K) 


52 (61*) 


144(17*) 


Michigan 


10 


3,093 


81 { 3%) 


37 ( IK) 


520(17*) 


1, 742 (56*) 


713 (23*) 


Minnesota 


45 

8 


4,703 


2 <--%) 
4 f— K) 


— 


555 (12K) 


3, 785 (80*) 


361 ( 8*) 


1. 106 


9 f IK) 


180(16*) 


381 (35*) 


m t 48 *l 


Missouri 


8 


773 


11 ( IK) 


S( IK) 


28( 4*) 


603 (78*) 


126 ( 16 *) 


Montana 


10 


367 


7 ( 2%) 


19 ( SK) 


76 (2 X 94) 


135 (37*) 


130 (35*) 


Nebraska 


5 


487 


2 N) 


3( IK) 


92j(19K) 


2 44$ (50*) 


145 (30*) 


Nevada 


26 


1,550 


3 (—94) 
13 (-1*1 


IS ( IK) 


1 1S ( 7*) 


1,314 (85* ) 


103 ( 7*) 


60 


4. 453 


685(15*) 


769 (17K) 


2.986 (67*) 


New Jersey 


14 


536 


21 ( 4K) 





22( 4*) 


487 (9 IK) 


6 ( IK) 


New Mexico 


11 


822 


4 <--*) 


— 


191(2394) 


466 (57*) 


161 (20*) 


New York 


2 


118 


•• 


— 


1( I*) 


117 (99* ) 


— 


North Carolina 


24 

18 


3, 775 




12 <--*) 

1 - 


1,112(30*) 


2,499 (66*) 


152 ( 4*) 


952 


1441(15*1 _ 


347i(37K) 


214 (22*) 


245 (26*) 



Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 


11 

49 

12 

17 

1 


1,212 
6,450 
604 
1, 141 
34 


2 <--*) 
19 <--*) 
1 (-*) 
2 (••*) 


15 ( 1*) 


13( 1*) 
444 ( 7*) 
39 ( 6*) 
232(20*) 


1, 197 (99*) 
2,171 (34*) 
559 (93*) 
602 (53*) 
21 (62*) 


3, 816 (59*) 
5 ( 1*) 
290 (26*) 
13 (38*) 


South Carolina 


14 


7,818 


16 (--*) 


9(-*) 


1, 357(17*) 


2,341 (30*) 


4,095 (S3*) 


South Dakota 


7 


1,016 


.. 


.. 


252(25*) 


263 (26*) 


5C! (49*) 


Tennessee 


10 


674 


22 ( 3*) 


5( 1*) 


27( 4*) 


352 (52*) 


268 (40*) 


Texas 


124 


19, 714 


377 ( 2*) 


8 <--*) 


402 ( 2*) 


10,093 (51*) 


8,834 (45*) 


Utah 


19 


3.792 


26 ( 1*) 


14 (••*) 


590(16*J 


2. 396 (63*) 


766 (20*) 


Vermont 


11 


372 


2 ( 1*) 




89(24*) 


127 (34*) 


154 (41*) 


Virginia 


6 


917 


6 ( 1*) 


10 ( IK) 


22 ( 2*) 


871 (95*) 


8 ( 1*) 


Washington 


34 


1,630 


2 (--*) 


1 <--*) 


421(26*) 


741 (45*) 


465 (29*) 


West Virginia 


10 


514 


43 ( 8*) 


10 ( 2*) 


27( 5*) 


200 (39*) 


234 (46*) 


11 * (|ahv|4 8 


81 


8.378 


5 (--«*! 


307 / 4*) 


3.029(36*) 


1. 189 (14*) 


3, 848 (46*) 


Wyoming 


4 


117 






51(44*) 


66 (56*) 


— 


American 5amoa 


0 


-0- 


•• 


— 


-• 






Guam 


2 


90 


1 (+1*) 


— 


— 


85 (94*) 


4 (**) 


Puerto Rico 


132 


6,050 


40(}*) 


34 tl«> 


723(12*) 


4,612 (76*) 


641 (11*) 




3 


140 


3 (+2*) 


— 


2(+l*) 


111 (79*) 


24 (17*) 


TOTALS 


1,162 


134,435 


1, 388(1%) 


1,3991(1*) 


18,271(14*) 


58, 169 (43*) 


55,207j(41K) 



•ThU figure of 34 represent* 30 direct ((rents to 30 of the state 1 * 169 towns plus 4 grants to 4 regional education service agencla which 
trained m additional 49 towns. However, these 34 grant* were not depicted on FORM 2s as Individual pogram*. The totals were 
forwarded by the State Coordinator, so the exact number of training programs which trained the total of 2, 678 Is not known. Therefore, 
the 34 Is not reflected In the total of training programs (1 162) which were reported on FORM 2* for the NDETP asessment. t 



o 

ERLC 



TAW I 3.» SUMMARY OF THE NUMBER, TYPE AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OFNDETP TRAINEE BY STATE/ TERRITORY 
(For All Lewi* as Reported to USOE on NDETP Aneoment FORM 2 and Program Information Update Form) 





All 


State 


County 


Community 


All 




• 


State 


Level 


Level 


Level 


5chooi 




State/ Territory 


Total 


Personnel 


Personnel 


Personnel 


Personnel 


Youth 


Alabama* 


8,733 


25 


221 ( 3*) 


802 ( 9*) 


2,490 (29*) 


5, 195 (59*) 


Al«ka* 


681 


49 ( 7*) 


•• 


265 (39*) 


250 (37*) 


117 (17*) 


Arlaona* 


4, 158 


17 MM 


37 ( 1*) 


2, 135(451*) 


1,920 (46*) 


49 ( 1*) 


Arkansas* 


570 


34 ( 6*) 


62 (11*) 


55 (10S) 


237 (41*) 


182 (32*) 


California* 


2,076 


ii 


tosif 5*) 


631 (30*) 


99lk48S) 


343)f 17*) 


Colorado* 


342 


4 ( 1M 


59 (17*) 


61 (18*) 


134 ( 39*) 


84 ( 25*) 


Connecticut* 




34 ( 1*) 


— 


62 ( Z«) 


1, 784 (67*) 


798 ( 30*) 


Del aw are * 


2S, 165 


15 


.. 


309 ( 1*) 


1,055 ( 4*) 


23, 786 (95*) 


District of Columbia 


26, 301 




__ 


3,422 (13*) 


2,672 (10*) 


20,207 (77*) 


Florida* 


151, 653 


124 


40 


201 


28,444 (19*) 


123,844 (81*) 


Ceorgla 


20.034 


10 


42 


2,086$ (10*) 


1,369 ( 9*) 


16, 126}(81*) 


Hawaii 


M3 


7 ( 5*4) 




61 (40*) 


S4 (3544) 


31 (20*) 


Idaho 


129 


28 (22*) 


2 (-2*) 


17 (13*) 


25 (19*) 


57 (44*) 


Illinois* 


4,175 


66 ( 2*) 


198 ( 5*) 


651 (IS*) 


3.1/9 (76*) 


81 ( 2*) 


Indiana* 


1,204 


2 




127 (11*) 


lH*i 


l 


Iowa* 


30,417 


32 


112 


6,582 (22*) 


2, 101 ( 7*) 


21,590 (71*) 


Kansas* 


3.238 


4 


22 ( 1*) 


1,218 (38*) 


1,277 (39*) 


717 (22*) 


Kentucky* 


1,172 


88 ( 7*) 


25 ( 2*) 


67 ( 6*) 


632 (54*) 


360 (31*) 


Louisiana 


1,829 


3 


55 ( 3*) 


112 ( 6H) 


958 (53*) 


701 (38*) 


Maine* 


5. 129 


3 




1,289 (23*) 


691 (14*) 


3. 146 (61*) 


Maryland* 


18, 258 


23 


34 


1,499 ( 8*) 


16,065 ( 88*) 


637 ( 4*) 


Massachusetts* 


261 


.. 


.. 


20$ ( 8*) 


226 (87*) 


14$( 3*) 


Michigan* 


3, 093 


81 ( 3M 


37 ( 1*) 


520 (17*) 


1,742 (56*) 


713 (23*) 


Minnesota* 


4,703 


2 


•• 


555 (12*) 


3,785 (80*) 


361 ( B*) 


Mifftnrfppl 


1. 106 


4 


9 < 1*) 


ISO (16*) 


381 (35*) 


532 (48*) 


Missouri 


773 


11 ( 1M 


5 ( IS) 


28 ( 4*) 


603 (78*) 


126 (16*) 


Montana* 


367 


7 ( 2M 


19 ( 5*) 


76 (21*) 


135 (37*) 


130 (35*) 


Nebraska 


487 


2 


3 ( 1*) 


92$ (19*) 


244^(50*) 


145 (30*) 


Nevada 


1,550 


3 


15 ( l*) 


115 ( 7*) 


1,314 (85*) 


103 ( 7*) 




4,636 


13 


•• 


685 (15*) 


817 (18*) 


3.121 (67*) 


New jeney 


536 


21 ( 4M 


.. 


22 ( 4*) 


487 (91*) 


6 ( 1*) 


New Mexico* 


822 


4 


•• 


191 (23*> 


466 (57*) 


161 (20*) 


New York 


118 




•• 


1 (-1*) 


117(499*) 


— 


North Carolina 


3, 775 


_ _ 


12 


1,112 (30*) 


2,499 (66*) 


152 ( 4*) 


North Dakota* 


1,352 


I44$(IIM 


1 


527$ (39*) 


404 (30*) 


. 27S (*>") - 


Ohio 


1,212 


2 




13 ( 1*) 


1, 197 (99H) 


— 


Oklahoma* 


22, 261 


429 ( 7*) 


3,636 (16*) 


4,664 (21*) 


429 ( 2*) 


13, 103 (59*) 


Oregon* 


1,645 


•• 


__ 


560 (34*) 


665 (40*) 


420 (26*) 


Pennsylvania* 


1,576 


12 ( 1 > 


18 ( IN) 


403 (26*) 


790 (50*) 


353 (22*) 


Rhode Island* 


1. 186 


5 ( $ ) 


— 


— 


1. 170(98$*) 




South Carolina 


7,616 


16 


9 


1.3S7 (1744) 


2,341 (30*) 


4,095 (53*) 


South Dakota* 


1,016 




— 


252 (25*) 


263 ( 26*) 


SOI (49*) 


Tennessee* 


825 


42 ( 5M 


35 ( '*) 


23 ( 3*S) 


390 (47*) 


335 (41*) 


Texas 


19, 714 


377 ( 2M 


8 


402 ( 2*) 


10.093 (51*) 


8,834 (45*) 


Utah* 


3,990* 


(awaiting FORM 2 descriptions on 


last 4 District Workshops) 




Vermont 


372 


2 ( IM 


.. 


89 (24*) 


127 (34*) 


154 (41*) 


Virginia 


917 


6 ( 1*.| 


10 ( IS) 


22 ( 2S) 


871 (95*) 


8 ( »*) 


Washington 


1,630 


2 


1 


421 (26*) 


741 (45*) 


46S (29*) 


West Virginia 


514 


43 < 8M 


10 ( 2M 


27 ( 5*) 


200 (39*) 


234 («*) 


Wisconsin* 


3, 830 b 


3 


8 


446 (12*f_ 


968 ( 25*) 


2.405 (63*) 


Wyoming 


117 


— 


— 


SI (44*) 


66 (56*) 


— 


American Samoa 


-0- 


— 


— 


— 


•• 


.. 


Guam* 


90 


1 MM 


— 


— 


85 (94*) 


4 (*4S) 


Puerto Rico* 


14, 169 


66 MM 


34 


3, 154 (22*) 


6,532 (46*) 


4, $363 (31*) 


Virgin Islands 


140 


3 C2M 


— 


2 M*) 


111 (79*) 


24 (17*) 


TOTALS 


415,696 












ADJUSTED TOTALS 0 


411,708 


1,891 (~R) 


4, 887) ( IV) 


37,664 ( 9*) 


l j &, 002 (26*) 


259,263$ (63*) 



33 State* and Territories TTut Returned Program Information Update Forms Reflecting a) Training Figures for * 7^- *71 School 
Year Programs for which No FORM 2 Had Been Submitted to USOE; b) 1971 Summer Training Programs for which No FORM 2 
Had Been Submitted to USOE, or c) Concurrence with the Figures Already Reported to USOE on FORM 2 and Shown on 
TABLE 3. 

a Utah Report* Having Trained a Total of 3,990 Individual*; However, the Breakdown of Type* of Trainees Is Depicted on 
FORM 2s which Have Not Been Received a* of October 30, 1971. 

b The Wisconsin State Team Did Not Record lndlvldjai* Trained Beyond Level* 1 and 2; However, the CESA Team* 

Submitted FORM 2s for Local School (Level 3) Training. This Account* for the Difference In the Wiaconrin Total* 
on TABLES 3 and 3a. 

c The Adjusted Total Is Computed by Subtracting Utah’s 3, 990©rtj5ince the Breakdown in the Other Five Column* U Not 
Available. ° * 
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ADDENDUM TO TABLE 3a 

With reference to the 33 states and territories that returned NDETP Program Information Update Forms (depicted with an 
asterisk on the foregoing TABLE 3a), mo questions were asked of the State Coordinator: 

1) What is your source for these (updated) data? 

2) Are there changes and/or additions you wish to make with reference to the number of trainees being reported to 
USOE for your state or territory? 

Following arc the itemized (1 and 2) responses given by each of the 33 states and territories. 



Alabama 

1 ) Did not respond to this question 

2) None 
Alaska 

1) Workshop Sign-up Sheets 

2) None 
Arizona 

1) Follow-up evaluation reports from workshop participants 

2) None 
Arkansas 

1) Registration at each training center 

2) None 
California 

1) Official State Drug Education Training Program Records and Records of Long Beach Unified School District 

2) a) Addition to Duration of Training Chart, page 1, Summary for California — level 3 — all 1489 trainees had 

between 30 and 40 hours of training. V.c recommend str ong ly Uir.t the cate g ory listed as 10 to 4Q hours o f 
training co nt act he brol.cn into smaller segments. There is a sig nifi cant difference between 10-20 and 30-40 
hours of training! (Ed’ror's Note: This recommendation was appreciated and acted upon. The results arc 
shown on TABLE 4. ) 

b) For the 4th level of Training, which took place in one of our ten largest school districts, each person involved 
received 14 hours of training. 

c) There is a major error at the bottom of page 2, below Table 3A. The State Leadership Team did not, receive 
training at any National Training Center. Please delete reference to AJclnlu and S. F. S. C. 

Colorado 

1) Data will remain the same as originally reported 

2) Note: Under Table 3A, statement reflects that the "figure (Total Number of State Level Personnel who have 
received NDFTP Training in FY '70: 4) does not include 6 members of the State Leadership Team who received 
four week; of training at the National Training Centers sponsored by Adclplii University (1) and SFSC (5)." 
Correction : all 6 were trained at San Francisco State College (SFSC). We had no trainees at Adclphi. 

Connecticut 

1) Sheets returned by each of the 31 LEAs 

2) None 
Delaware 

1) Progress Report 

2) The Level 3 figure for Youth (23, 176) represents the number of Sth and 6th graders who were provided with classroom 
instruction during Drug Awareness Week - May 10 - 14, 1971. 



Florida 

1) (Sec Other Changes) 

2) llic Level 3 figures (27, S13 School Personnel and 123, 705 Youth) have been changed but exact number is not 
available. The attached charting of progress of local school districts presents an approximate figure for J.cvcl a 
involvement: 151, 51S Total. No indication of community personnel trained at Level 3. NOTE: the Totals 
reflected on the Updated Table 3a include estimates from Level 3. 

Illinois 

J) Did not respond to this question 

2) None 
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ADDENDUM TO TABLE 3a (rage 2) 



Indiana 

1) Did not respond to this question 

2) The forms returned in April 1971 reflected the total participants in our training sessions. 

Iowa 

1) Did not respond to tins question 

2) None 
Kansas 

1) Reports from Regional Training Centers . , , 

2) Enclosed me regional lists of people attending the last 4 workshops (not previously reported on FORM 2s). 

Names arc not available for one workshop at the regional level. 

!f) C Data* supplied by Kentucky to USOE (Note: Data not available on Levels 2 and 3) 

2) None 
Maine 

2 ! A^h?MDi?'wUpHer effect" progresses beyond the third level, the numbers of people 

indirectly is increasingly more difficult to accurately measure. For example, »t is impossible to determine 

programs. This also holds true with regard to organised youth/ adult small group meetings for 

discussions and counseling and also for ascertaining the numbers of students v. ho have been directly reached 

innovative classroom humanising processes ulilued as a result of our program witlun the school systems. 

We know that as a rcs.dt of the MDLP, many communities and schools .-ave created and ^PijrtcdlocJ dr tg 
crisis intervention and referral centers. They have been designed for not only counseling and distance, but 
also for continuing preventive drug me and abuse education programs. Again, complete data on the numbers 
of people involved with such services is virtually impossible to ootam. 

We do however, for the i.bovc reasons, submit that the figures we have compiled thus f<* are in reality ^ 
tlnn those actnallv representing the total nmaher of people v.ho have both directly ait in irec.t y ccn a c c- 
anTimlvd in th'e MDF.i>. We further expeo that by October 1, 1971, the reported figures will be np.a ted o 
include more state level trainer institutes, local school and community summer programs, and **** 
preventive drug education programs. (Editor's Note : The October 1 report has not been rece.vcd as 

30, 1971.) 

M aryl and 

YwwTaluation form completed by each county on their local drug awareness programs 
2) None 

Massachusetts 

1! SnJT.CSS MUM. MM* — N-d M . 0 ™. MM on .h. M 

of their occupational-professional background, 

Michi gan 

1 \ Parltcinantn' declaration of their classification at registration , r • 

TABLES 3 and ? 1 since each of the 9 training programs was described on FORM ) 

M»nrc?ota 

J) Additional reports from schools 

2) None 

Montana 

1) No CniuiRO 

2) No change fiom the data as originally reported 

Ncv>. I htv.pMiir' 1 

1) ]‘inal tahitla lions of programs for entire, ytor 

2) None 
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ADDENDUM TO TABLE 3a (page 3) 



New Mexico 

1) Did not respond lo tliis question 

2) None 
North Dakota 

1) Shelley summary plus additions 

2) Additional Workshops (to those already reported on Shelley NDETP Assessment Forms) : 
Mary College, April 28 -- 30 community people (2 hours) 

150 Occupational Therapists (6 hours) 

Dickinson Statr Tochers College — 150 new teachers (3 hours) 

Self- Enhancement Education, June 7-11 -- 20 educators (30 hours) 
n m •• June 14-18 — 20 educators (30 hours) 

Tioga Communication Workshop, June -- 30 students (30 hours) 



Oklahoma 

1) Records kept during the 1970-71 school year by our office 

2) The number of School Districts participating (250 out of 600) has not changed in this category since April 1, 1971 
report. The total number of people who have received training as of June 30, 1971 : 22, 261 — this figure does not 
actually represent the number of trained personnel in the state of Oklahoma. The 22, 261 people do represent the 
number of people who have taken part in our program presentations at varying lengths. We have provided in-dep th 
drug education training to 429 adult educators and 124 students as o f lime 30, 1971. 

Oregon 

1) Rosters of participants 

2) Note: It is estimated that 15 DEPOT Coordinators, 650 teachers, 255 guests, 420 students and 305 community 
resource participants were involved in this program. Jh » number given in answer to Question 3 (655 pcoplc who 
have receiver! training as of lunc 30. 1971), refer s only to those participants 3 tnyin S Jor ti ic entire WJ i o ur. 
workshop presentation* 



Pennsylvania 

1) Office records recorded on F.. F. Shelley and Company Form 1 and 2 

2) Temple University is conducting 4 residency workshops during the summer. No reports arc available at llus time 
on these sessions. East Slroundsburg State College is conducting 1 workshop during the summer. No report is 
available at tliis time. 

Rhode Island 

1) Did not respond lo this question 

2) None 



South Dakota 

1) Sign-up Site els trom Regional Workshops 



2) None 
Tennesse e 

1) Totals from 10 Regional Workshops 

2) A Make-Up Conference is planned for the 7 (school) systems who did not participate during 1970-71. 

Utah 

1) See your own print-out! I am not going to redo what we have so tediously already done!!'. 

2) You have lereivcd completed FORMS 2 and 3 on all but 4 of the 36 follow-up workshops or seminars. We will 
send these four as soon is possible. Two additional school districts will be involved in August and September. 
This makes 38 of 40 districts in the stale who have pailicipatcd in the Slate Drug Education Program. 



Wisconsin 

1) Reports from Cooperative Educational Service Agencies (CESAs) 

2) All 456 School Districts in Wisconsin arc assigned to the 19 Cooperative Educational Service Agencies (CHS As). 
These agencies look the place of the county superintendents' offices. No county data is available since records 
arc kept by CLSAs. Also, data from the individual school districts arc not available at tlus time. Information 
will he sought on a sample basis as a part of the 1971-72 evaluation. (Sec: Enclosed "Summary of CESA 
Reports of Drug Education Project Activities, 1970 - 1971“ for complete details as to 1) Inscrvicc Programs, 

2) Total Number of Participants, 3) Content of Program, 4) Length of Workshop, 5) Materials Purchased, and 
6) Report of Additional Funds generated by each CESA for Drug Education Training, (lali tor's Note: Tliis report 
is contained in the Wisconsin Program Description r.f Purposes and Methods located in the Appendix. ) 
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ADDENDUM TO TABLE 3c (page 4) 

| Guam 

* 1) Project Director's Records 

2) None 

5 Puerto Rico 

! i) FORMS 2 and 3 (of the Shelley Company NDETP Assessment Instrument) 

2) None 
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TABLE 4 DURATION OF TRAINING (As Reported to USOE on NDETP Assessment FORM 2) 
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Training Outcomes Questionnaire 

This instrument was designed to augment the collection of 
descriptive data as the multiplier effect was traced across the 
levels of a state. It gathered information from a sample of 
persons who had actually been involved in the training programs. 
The form was structured against the general design specifications 
of the National program and assessed a trainee's perception of 
changes in his own opinions, attitudes, and formal actions re- 
garding drug abuse . Since each state and territory developed 
a program design across its expected levels of impact, a measuring 
instrument was necessary that would focus on the desired informa- 
tion without being affected by the different program designs. 
Constraints imposed on the analysis of the data were: 

a. Limited evaluation resources for the assessment 
of NDETP effects across 60,000 school districts; 

b. Low response rate to requests for state program 
designs from state Directors who were to supply 
names of trainees participating in state programs; 

c. Incomplete lists of program participants, which 
limited sampling at the local level. 

The questionnaire was designed to assess participant's 
perceptions of training. Eliciting a recall of the training 
session, the questionnaire forced respondents to identify 
their opinions, attitudes, and actions. The face validity 
of this instrument was established through field tests in two 
regions of the United States. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 
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INSTRUCTIONS: Please answer each question by darkening the box representing your answer (•) or by writing In your 
answer on the lines provided. (Kindly disregard the numerals above boxes— they are machine prcceistog Instructions. ) 



I. A. 

Do you (eel that drug use In America today Is a problem? 

11 

□ I) YES 
I I 2) NO 

□ 3) NO OPINION 

B. 

K asked a year ago, would you have thought It was a 
problem? 

12 

L j 1) YES 

□ 2) NO 

□ 3) NO OPINION 

C. 

Do you think It Is more of a problem now than last year? 

13 

□ 1) YES 

□ 2) NO 

□ 3) NO OPINION 

< 2. Do you believe drug use within your community Is more 
of a problem now than lost year? 

14 

□ 1) YES 

□ 2) NO 

*J 3) NO OPINION 

3. A. 

Within the past year do you think you have Increased 
your knowledge concerning drugs, drug abuse, drug 
prevention agencies and drug information resources 
in your community ? 

15 

l ) 1) YES 

□ 2)NO 

□ 3) NO OPINION 

B. 

If you answered yes to question 3 A, please check the 
general areas In which you feel your knowledge has 
Increased: 

16 

G Kiwi* of drugs and their effects 

□ Individual and social factors affectlog drug use 
G Drug culture J argon 

G Your state laws concerning drugs 

□ Availability of drugs lo your community 

□ Treatment and rehabilitation resources and 

Services available to drug users In your community 
D Drug preveotlon programs and services available 
to poCeodal drug users to your community 
U Constructive alternatives to the abuse of drugs 

4. A. 

Within the past year do you think you have changed your 
attitude or feelings about people who use drugs? 

24 

G »> YES 
LJ 2) NO 

B. 

If yes, How? 



5. Doe* your local community have drug education program («)? 

31 

□ »)YES 

□ 2) NO 

□ 3) DON'T KNOW 

6. A. 

Are you preseotly engaged In any aspect of drug education 
or rehabilitation? 

32 

no yes 

□ 2) NO 

B. 

If so, Is It I ccluded In any of the follow log activities? 

(check appropriate box) 

33 

(G 1) Elementary preventive drug education 
0 2) Junior High preveodve drug education 
0 3) High School preventive drug education 
0 4) Adult community drug educatioo program 
0 S) Youth/ adult community drug education program 
Q 6) Drug intervendoo program/ counseling with 
experimeotal drug users 

O 7) Drug rehabilitation program/ world og with drug 
addicts In a controlled setting 
0 8) Other 



34 38 



(for office use only) 

C. 

Is this more than you were doing last year? 

39 

□ I) YES 

□ 2) NO 
A. 

People see drug education In various ways* Please check 

which view is closest to your own. If your perception 
encompaaes mere than one, please check each and indicate 
in 7B to which one you would give first importance. 

4° 

0 I) Drug education Is coocemed primarily with 
prevention and treatment of drug abuse. 

0 2) The aim of drug education Is part of a larger 
concern to aafcguaid the welfare and 
productiveness of future generations. 

0 3) Drug education is part of the school's larger role 
of developing oew relationships with the 
community and community agencies. 

fG 4) Drug education is part of a larger concern to 
humanize education and make It both more 
Interesting and relevant to youth. 

0 S) Drug education Is part of efforts to deal with the 
communication gap and all the things which 
cruise large scale divisions and misunderstandings 
within our society. 

0 6) Other, describe: 
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7.B. 



(for office um only) 



If more than one Is checked above, Indicate here the 
number of the one which you would list first. 
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Have you participated in any formal program within the past year that was aimed at Influencing your knowledge 
or feelings about drug use? 

11 

n dyes 

02) NO 

B. 

If ycs» have you participated in more than one such activity? 

12 

| 1 1) YES 
□ 2) NO 

C. 

Please indicate, the dates and sponsorship of each program you were involved in. You may use approximate dates if 
exact dates cannot be recalled. (For month use 2 digits, i. e., 01 is January). 



Beginning Date of Pam. 


Ending Date of Pgm. 


Total Hours 


Program Sponsored By 


13 14 IS 16 17 18 




2S 26 27 


28 29 f for office 


Program 1 1 1 1 LI I I) j 


II II 


I | j use onlv) 


Mo. Day Year 


Mo. Day Year 








30 31 32 33 34 35 

_ i 11 i i n I - f i 


^36 j 37^ 39 40^ 4| 


42 43 44 


45 46 ffer office 


Program 2 | Li 1 1 1 | M 


III! 


1 1 J uu only) 


Mo. Day Year 


Mo. Day Year 








,47 48 49 50 5) 52 


S3_S4 55 56 S7 S8 


59 60 61 


62 63 (for office 


ProRram 3 I j I I I I I I I 


mmm 


run 


( 1 | use onlv) 


Mo. Day Year 


Mo. Day Year 









If more than one program is listed above, please check the box below corresponding to the one program which had the most 
valus for you. 

64 

0 Program 1 
0 Program 2 
0 Program 3 

(ANSWER QUESTIONS 9, 10, 11 FOR THE PROGRAM YOU ATTENDED, OR IF YOU PARTICIPATED IN MORE THAN ONE 
ONLY FOR THE PROGRAM WHICH YOU INDICATED ABOVE AS BEING MOST VALUABLE TO YOU) 

9. A. ' 

Please check each of the outcomes that you feel resulted for you and/or your community from the formal program in which 
you participated. r 

65 

0 a) An increase in your geoeral information about the national drug problem. 

0 b) An increase in your general information about your community* * drug problem. 

0 c) An increase in specific informatioo you have about action to be taken to deal with the problem at the national level. 

□ d) An increase in specific information you have about action to be taken to deal with the problem at the local lcvcL 

L *> An Increase in your undentandiog of the ways for dealing with differences between people. ““ 

□ f) A personal feeUog that the drug problem is too hopelessly complex for effective solution. 

I J A P*"°nal acquisition of skills needed If you intend to help solve the drug problem. 

L ) h) A personal feeling that action can and should be taken oow to begio to solve the problem. 

{_] I) A reductioo in the use of drugs by stixlenU. 

U J) An increase in availability of money and/or people to help solve drug problems. 

11 *0 T* 1 * opportunity for studeots to be iovolved in your local school drug education program. 

0 1) A personal awareness of the misuse/ abuse of legal drugs, i.e., caffeine, nicotine, alcohol, 
prescription/ non-prescription drugs. 

B. 

Which three of the above outcomes do you feel were most valuable to you and/or ym g ggmmunlt yjt 
Please indicate by writing the corresponding letters In the boxes below. 
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10. A. 

U you received formal drug education training, please Indicate below whether It included activities dealing with* 

U 

n a) improvement of organisational skills 

n b) creation and operation of task-oriented teams 

T.J c) development of drug education curricula for schools or community 

U Improvement of Interpersonal communication skills 

ZD *>') development of self-awareness 

□ 0 improvement of problem-solving skills 

fj g) Improvement of evaluative skills for materials and programs 

• I ^ ddlis to adapt programs to specific groups (cross- cultural, bl -Ungual) 

LJ i) skills to motivate your community to action 

n. 

If you have had occasion to use any of the skills you acquired in training, which of the above were most beneficial to you 
injuactlce? (Indicate answer (s) by checking boxes, below, next to the letters corresponding to the above activities)* 

20 21 22 23 24 25 25 27 28 

•»□ »>>□ c)Q| d)Q ,)□ f,Q g) Q h) □ l)Q 



If you received formal drug education training, please Indicate below the means of instruction util lied. (Check as many as appUcable). 

25 - 



. ] a) lectures 

' b) lectures with discussion 
CZ c) panel discussions 
1 "]d) films and other media 
[ " e) field trips 

0 problem- solving 



B. 



□ g) small group discussions 

□ h) role playing, ptychodrama, simulation 
O 1) case study 

C j) dramatic presentations, skits 

□ k) other 

39 41 
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If you were now to be given the responsibility to run an effective drug education program, which of the above 
instructional means would you utilize? (Indicate answer (s) by checking boxes, below, next to the letters 
corresponding to the above activities). 

•12 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 SO 51 52 

b)Q c)C din *>□ f)D g)D hin !)□ J)D k)D 

c. 

If you have been involved In some capacity In drug education, please check below those methods which you have utilized. 
53 54 55 56 57 Si 59 60 61 62 63 

•■>□ biG on am „n «□ ,)□ hin !»□ jjo kin 

Resides formal programs which were aimed at influencing your knowledge or feelings about drugs, what has been 
ihe single most Influential source of information for you? 

64 

Lj 1) Newspapers 

n 2) TV 

|_J 3) Films about drugs - not seen on TV 
* 4) Word of mouth 
f 5) Personal Experience 

□ 6) Other: 



H. 

Please check category below that best d escribes you: 
67 

[J a) educational personnel (local schools) 

’]j *>) educational personnel (county/ state) 

| J c) student 
ZD d) parent 

Z } e) community agency personnel 
( * f) health/mental health personnel 
g) law enforcement personnel 
| J h) concerned citizen 

^ J i) other. 




(for office use only) 
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If you have additional comments you wish to express, please use the back of this page* Place the completed questionnaire 
In the enclosed self-addressed, franked envelope and return promptly* Your cooperation h« been greatly appreciated. 



Thank ynn 
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The original assessment plan called for two outcome samples 

to be taken, one during March 1971 and the other in May. In 

response to changing program needs at the Office of Education, 

\ 

an additional sample was added in September 1971. Initially, 
it was planned that these samples would be drawn from complete 
lists of training participants included in the state program 
designs. These were to be mailed in by state directors, regional 
directors and local trainers. However, several states sub- 
mitted incomplete lists of participants' names and addresses. 

The three samples were, therefore, drawn of necessity from 
those states available. TABLE 5 indicates the completeness 
of response by state for each sample. 

Sample 1 (March 1971) was based on the responses of 18 
states, 37 st :es or territories having failed to provide the 
necessary information- following an initial request for state 
program data in December 1970. A second request for state 
design for the May 1971 sample resulted in the addition of 10 
more states to the sample lists, 27 states or territories still 
failing to provide adequate design information. Sample 3 was 
based on 36 states responding by September 1971. The three 
samples are treated as a replication even though they sampled 
different populations. 

Three questionnaire items were used to identify respondents 
who had participated in drug education programs other than those 
sponsored by the Office of Education. These persons were elimi- 
nated from the analysis. TABLE 6 outlines the screening process 
for Samples 1, 2, and 3. As a result of this process, the 

analysis was based on a sample size of 357 respondents for 

O 

Sample 1, 244 for Sample 2, and 878 for Sample 3. 
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TABLE 5 - Ske of Sample and Response - Outcomes Questionnaire 
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I 

I 

I 

i 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

erH 





SAMPLE I 


SAMPLE II 


SAMPLE III 


Total 


Total 




Mailed 


Returned 


Mailed 


Returned 


Mailed 


Returned 


Sent 


Returned 


Alabama 






17 


14 






17 


14 


Alaska 






5 


4 


30 


K 


35 


20 


Arizona 










60 


38 


60 


38 


Arkansas 










60 


32 


60 


32 


California 


82 


56 


14 


9 


120 


70 


216 


135 


Colorado 






19 


11 


60 


36 


79 


47 


Connecticut 






18 


15 


20 


7 


38 


22 


Delaware 


30 


22 


38 


19 


30 


14 


98 


55 


District of Columbia 






4 


4 


30 


6 


34 


10 


Florid a 


70 


43 










70 


43 


Gcorgi a 


80 


52 










80 


52 


Hawaii 










60 


26 


60 


26 


Idaho 


30 


24 


16 


11 






46 


35 


Illinois 










60 


40 


60 


40 


Indiana 






1 


1 


30 


21 


31 


22 


Iowa 










60 


33 


60 


33 


Kansas 


40 


32 


3 


2 






43 


34 


Kentucky 






24 


18 


30 


21 | 


54 


39 


Louisiana 






9 


6 


30 


13 


! 39 


19 


Maine 


10 


7 


15 


13 


50 


27 


75 


47 


Maryland 


30 


26 


31 


24 


30 


13 


91 


63 


Massachusetts 










30 


19 


30 


19 


Michigan 






11 


6 


60 


31 


71 


37 


Minnesota 






1 


1 


60 


30 


61 


31 


Mississippi 










60 


31 


60 


31 


Missouri 


40 


25 


4 


4 






44 


29 


Montana 






32 


27- 






32 


27 


Nebraska 


20 


19 






10 


5 


30 


24 


Nevada 






31 


10 


30 


15 


61 


25 


New Hampshire 


60 


29 


2 


2 


30 


15 


92 


46 


New Jersey 


60 


43 






20 


8 


80 


51 


New Mexico 










60 


25 


60 


25 


New York 






17 


12 


30 


18 


47 


30 


North Carolina 






11 


8 


60 


39 


71 


47 


North Dakota 










30 


14 


30 


14 


Ohio 






23 


16 






23 


16 


Oklahoma 


40 


26 


12 


11 






52 


37 


Oregon 










60 


40 


60 


40 


Pennsylvania 






31 


23 






31 


23 


Rhode Island 














- 


- 


South Carolina 






5 


3 






5 


3 


South Dakota 










60 


37 


60 


37 


Tennessee 










60 


33 


60 


33 


Texas 


50 


35 


18 


9 






68 


44 


Utali 










60 


33 


60 


33 


Vermont 










40 


19 


40 


19 


Virginia 










60 


26 


60 


26 


Washington 


60 


47 










60 


47 


West Virginia 










30 


19 


30 


19 


Wisconsin 


70 


51 


25 


15 
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66 


Wyoming 


30 


23 










30 


23 


American Samoa 














- 


- 


Guam 










30 


18 


30 


18 


Puerto Rico 


40 


20 






• 




40 


20 


Virgin Islands 














“ _ . 


- 


TOTALS: 


842 


580 


437 


298 


1, 640 


888 


2,919 


1, 766 
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TABLE 6 



Result of Screening Process to Determine 

NDETP Respondents for Samples l f 2 , and 3. i 

i i 



SAMPLE 1: 



580 returned questionnaires 
-223 result of screening for NDETP participants 
357 responses for general analysis 

580 responses for general analysis 



SAMPLE 2: 



298 returned questionnaires 

-39 result of screening for NDETP participants 
-15 incomplete or damaged questionnaires 
244 usable responses 

283 responses for general analysis 



> 
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SAMPLE 3 : '] 

1 1 

888 returned questionnaires *{ 

-10 i ncomplete or damaged questionnaires :! 

878 usable NDETP responses 

- r 

878 responses for general analysis | 
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In the analysis of data from this instrument participants 
in the NDETP were catagorized as 1) educational personnel, both 
in the local schools and in administration at the county and 
state levels; 2) students; 3) parents; of 4) a variety of com- 
munity, health, and law enforcement personnel. TABLE 7 gives 
the breakdown of participants for each sample. 



TABLE 7: 


Sample Size 
Samples 1, 2 


and Percent 
, and 3 


of Respondent 


Type of 




Educational 






Community 




Personnel 


Students 


Parents 


Personnel 


Sample 1 


412 


72 


24 


72 


N=580 


(71%) 


(12%) 


(4%) 


(12%) 


Sample 2 


153 


44 


27 


59 


N=283 


(54%) 


(15%) 


(9%) 


(21%) 


Sample 3 


455 


110 


57 


256 


N=878 


(51%) 


(12%) 


(6%) 


(31%) 
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The three samples were drawn at different times in 
order to tap the "multiplier" at its descending levels. 

TABLE 7 indicates that approximately three-fourths of the 
respondents in Sample 1 were educational personnel, while 
in Samples 2 and 3 approximately one-half of the respondents 
were so classified. The percentage of community personnel, 
on the other hand, increased from 12% in Sample 1 to 31% 
in Sample 3. 

TABLES 8-12 provide data analyzed in an effort to 
determine whether different types of trainees (i.e., 
educational personnel, students, parents, and community 
personnel) perceive the effects of training differently. 

The analysis was accomplished by comparing the four types of 
respondents on 1) perceptions of the training sessions, and 
2) perceived effects of the training session. Data relative 
to the events surrounding the training sessions include 1) 
the participant's perceptions of the program's intended out- 
comes (TABLE 8); 2) instructional methods used in the 
sessions compared to desired methods (TADLE 9); 3) training 
activities compared to desired activities (Table 10); and 4) 
those activities considered beneficial in practice. Effects 
of NDETP programs may be indicated by 1) areas of increased 
knowledge (TABLE 11) ; or 2) areas of local involvement 
(TABLE 12) . TABLES 13 through 20 show the percentage of 
each trainee group responding to those item choice categories 
that pertain to NDETP purposes. 
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Reconstruction of the training session involves 1) the 
outcomes of the programs; 2) methods of instruction; and 
3) activities used. TABLE 13 indicates the percentage of 
outcomes chosen by the four respondent types across Sample 1, 
2, and 3. Outcomes most frequently chosen wei a (percents 
listed below were obtained from TABLE 22) : 

a. "a personal feeling that action can and should be 
taken now to begin to solve the problem" (76%) 

b. "an increase in general information about national 
drug problem" (71%) 

c. "an increase in specific information about action 
to be taken to deal with differences between people" 
(58%) 

d. "an increase in general information about the com- 
munity drug problem" (66%) . 

Across the three samples, the following tendencies were 
found : 

a. a lower percentage of parents indicated "information 
about action to be taken to deal with the problem 

at the local level" and "an increase in understanding 
of the ways to deal with differences between people" 

b. a lower percentage of parents and community personnel 
indicated "a personal acquisition of skills needed 
to help solve the drug problem" and "the opportunity 
for students to be involved in local programs" 

c. a lower percentage of community personnel indicated 
"a personal feeling that action can and should be 
taken now" 
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Activities and instructional methods used in the 
training sesisions reveal the general approach taken to dis- 
seminate information. TABLE 14 shows the percent of instruc- 
tional methods used in the training sessions for Samples 1, 2, 
and 3. Instructional methods most often reported were 
(percentages were obtained from TABLE 22) : 

a. "Lectures with discussions" (73%) 

b. "Small group discussions" (74%) 

c. "Film and other media" (75%) 

d. "Lectures" (58%) 

e. "Panel discussions" (61%) 

Differences occurring across the three samples were: 

a. a lower percentage of parents indicated lectures 
and small group discussions 

b. a higher percentage of parents indicated field trips 
and role playing 

c. a lower percentage of community personnel indicated 
lectures with discussions 

d. a higher percentage of community personnel indicated 
problem solving 

e. a lower percentage of educational personnel and com- 
munity personnel indicated case studies 

f. a lower percentage of educational personnel and 
parents indicated dramatic presentations. 

Activities most often reported were (TABLE 15) (percentages 
were obtained from TABLE 22) : 

a. "Development of drug education curricula (60%) 
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b. "Development of self-awareness" (49%) 

c. "Improvement of interpersonal communication 
skills (48%) 

Fluctuations occurring across the respondent types were: 

a. a lower percentage of parents indicated "improvement 
of organizational skills", "improvement of problem- 
solving skills", and "skills to motivate community 
action" 

b. a higher percentage of educational personnel indicated 
"development of drug education curricula" 

c. a lower percentage of students and parents indicated 
"improvement of interpersonal communication skills" 

d. a lower percentage of educational personnel indicated 
"development of self-awareness" 

e. a lower percentage of parents indicated "skills to 
motivate community action" 

Activities considered most beneficial in practice (TABLE 16) 
mirror those most frequently chosen in TABLE 15. Differences 
between respondent types were: 

a. a lower percentage of students indicated "improvement 
in organizational skills" 

b. a higher percentage of educational personnel indi- 
cated "development of drug education curricula" 

c. a higher percentage of students indicated "develop- 
ment of self-awareness" 

Effects of the training session can be inferred through 
the respondents 1) participation in additional drug education 

107 
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programs; 2) areas of increased knowledge: 3) areas of local 

involvement; and 4) instructional methods to be used in the 

future. Across the three samples, 44% of the participants 

reported additional program participation; 46% indicated no 

additional participation. A higher percentage of community 

personnel indicated additional participation (TABLE 17). 

< 

Areas of increased knowledge were reported as 
(TABLE 18) (percentages were obtained from TABLE 22): 

a. "Knowledge about kinds of drugs and their effects" 

(83%) 

b. "Knowledge about individuals and social factors 
affecting drug use" (74%) 

c. "Knowledge about drug culture jargon" (60%) 

Differences across respondent types were: 

a. a lower percentage of students indicated increased 
knowledge in individual and social, factors, drug 
culture jargon, treatment and rehabilitation resources, 
and drug prevention programs 

b. a higher percentage of students indicated increased 
knowledge in kinds of drugs and their effects 

c . a lower percentage of students and parents indicated 
increased knowledge in state laws and availability 
of drugs 

Areas of local involvement were (TABLE 19): 

a. "Elementary preventive drug programs" (31%) 

b. "Junior high preventive drug programs" (37%) 

c. "High school preventive drug programs" (40%) 
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Differences between respondent types were: 

a. a lower percentage of students reported involvement 
in elementary and adult community programs 

b. a higher percentage of community personnel indicated 
involvement in high school, drug intervention, and 
drug rehabilitation programs 

c. a lower percentage of students and parents indicated 
involvement in junior high drug programs 

Instructional methods to be used in the future mirrored 
those most frequently reported as used in the training 
sessions. Differences between the respondent types were 
(TABLE 20): 

a. a higher percentage of education personnel indicated 
future use of panel discussions and films 

b. a lower percentage of community personnel reported 
future use of field trips 

c. a lower percentage of students reported future use 
of problem-solving 

The above analysis indicates that both students and 
parents perceived themselves as less involved in NDETP programs 
than either educational personnel or community personnel. A 
close examination of the item distributions for Samples 1, 2, 
and 3 in TABLE 21 supports this conclusion for the three 
response groups. For an overview of the three samples across 
the respondent types, TABLE 22 shows percentages of responses 
by questionnaire items for the three samples combined. 
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In terms of the Training Outcomes analysis alone the 
following conclusions might be drawn concerning the question 
"Have the purposes of NDSTP been served?" 

a. Three-quarters of the respondents indicated as out- 
comes of the program 1) "Feeling that action can 
and should be taken now to begin to solve the drug 
problem and 2) "General information about the 
national drug problem" . 

b. Three-quarters of the respondents indicated the 
following methods were used in the training center: 

1) lectures with discussions; 2) films and other 
media; and 3) small group discussions. Approx- 
imately 60% would use these instructional methods 
in the future. 

c. Sixty percent of the participants felt that the 
training sessions dealt with development of drug 
education curricula; 31% felt that this activity was 
most beneficial in practice. 

d. Only 44% of the participants had participated in 
additional drug programs; 46% indicated no additional 
participation. 

e. Sixty percent indicated they were doing more than 
previously in drug education programs. 

f. An overwhelming majority of participants felt that 
they had increased their knowledge of drugs, drug 
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effects, and factors affecting drug use. Approxi- 
mately 60% felt an increase in knowledge of state 
laws, drug jargon, as well as availability of drugs 
and local resources for dealing with the drug 
problem. 

g. Approximately 40% of the participants indicated 

involvement in 1) high school prevention programs, 

2) junior high programs, and 3) elementary programs. 

The above conclusions provide indications that the 
stated program purposes were generally achieved. Information 
was disseminated at varying levels through the educational 
channels in the sampled states and there was a measurable 
effect. The extent of this information dissemination and 
the intrinsic effects of the training sessions can only be 
inferred from the available data. The question of causality 
cannot be addressed from the above analysis due to the 
existence of intervening variables, which invalidate any 
attribution of casual relationships between the measured 
effects and the NDETP programs. Causation is a question for 
research, which was categorically excluded from the purposes 
of this survey. 
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TABLE 14 : • Percent of Instructional Methods by Respondent 
Types for Sample 1, 2, and 3. 
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TABLE 16: Percent of Beneficial Activities by 

Respondent Types for Sample 1, 2, and 3. 
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TABLE 18: Percent of Areas of Increased Knowledge 

by Respondent Types for Sample 1 , 2 , and 3. 
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TABLE 20: Percent of Instructional Methods to be used 

in the Future by Respondent Type for Sample 1, 2, and 3. 
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ITEM FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION BY TYPE OF RESPONDENTS FOR SAMPLES 1, 2 and 3 (page 6) 
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TABLE 22 
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Percentage of Responses by Questionnaire Item across Samples 



Vtr. Number 



Question 



Percentage 



[ 

I 

I 



ERIC 



1A 



IB 



1C 



3 A 
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4A 



Drug use in America today is a problem 
Drug use in America today is not a problem 

It was a problem last year 
It was not a problem Inst year 

It is more of a problem now than last year 
It is not more of a problem now than last year 
No opinion 

Drug use within the community is more of a problem now 
than last year 

Drug use within the community is not more of a problem 
now than last year 
No opinion 
No Response 

In* •'•cose in knowledge concerning drugs in ilic community 
• * increase in knowledge concerning drugs in the community 
i'io opinion 

increase in knowledge about the kinds of drugs and their 
effects 

Increase in knowledge about individual and social factors 
affecting durg use 

Increase in knowledge about drug culture jargon 
Increase in knowledge about state laws concerning drugs 
Increase in availability of drugs in my community 
Increase in knowledge about treatment and rehabilitation 
resources and services available to drug users in 
my community 

Increase in knowledge about drug prevention programs and 
services available to potential drug users in my 
community 

Increase in knowledge about constructive alternatives to the 
abuse of drugs 

Change in attitudes or feelings aiauL people who use drugs 
No change in altitudes or feelings about people who use drugs 



The local community has drug education progs am.-. 

Tin* le°al comsmudiv does not have d‘*c" education programs j 
No opinion 
No response 
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98 

1 

91 

6 

70 

24 

3 



G5 

23 
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9f> 
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1 



83 

74 

GO 

57 

51 



58 



59 

41 

53 
4 4 

72 

20 
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1 
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Qtr. Number 



6A 



6B 



GC 



7A 



i B 



O 

ERIC 



Question 



Presently engaged in an aspect of drug education or 
rehabilitation 

Not presently engaged in on aspect of drug education or 
rehabilitation 
No response 

Participate in elementary preventive drug education 
Participate in junior high preventive drug education 
Participate in high school preventive drug education 
Participate in adult community drug education program 
Participate in youth/adult community drug education 
program 

Participate in drug intervention program /counseling with 
experimental drug users 

Participate in drug rehabilitation program/working with 
drug addicts in a controlled setting 
Participate in other programs 

This is more activity than last year 
This is not more activity than last year 
No response 



Drug 

Drug 

Drug 

Drug 



Drug 



education is concerned with prevention and treatment 
of drug abuse 

education is a large concern to safeguard the welfare 
and productiveness of future generations 
education is part of the school's larger role of develop- 
ing new relationships with the community and community 
agencies 

education is a larger concern to humanize education and 
make il both more interesting and rclcvent to youth 
education is a part of efforts to deal with the communi- 
cations gap and all things which cause divisions and mis- 
understandings 
Other viewpoints 

Would indicate first the view tiiat drug education is concerned 
with prevention and treatment of drug abuse 
Would indicate first the view that drug education is a larger 
concern to safeguard the welfare and productiveness of 
future generations 

Would indicate first the view that drug education is a part of 
the school's larger role of developing new relationships 
with the community and community agencies 
W ould indicate Jirst ihe view that drug education is a larger 
concern to humanize education and make it both more 
interesting and rele\ ant to youth 
Would indicate first the view that drug education is a pari 
of efforts to deal with the communication gap 

134 



128 . 

Percentage 



73 

2 

1 

31 

37 

40 

26 

27 

12 
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14 . 

61 

26 

12 

44 

48 

22 

34 
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Qtr. Number 



Question 
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Would indicate first that I view drug education in other 
terms 



2 



Participated in a formal program within the past year 

that was aimed at influencing my knowledge or feelings 
about drug use 

Have not participated in a formal program within the past 
year that was aimed at influencing my knowledge or 
feelings about drug use 

Did not respond to the question 

Have participated in more than one formal drug education 
program 

Have not participated in more than one formal drug education 
program 

No response 



91 

7 
1 

44 

45 

8 



Indicated the outcome "an increase in my general infor- 
mation about the national drug problem. " 

Indicated the outcome "on increase in my general information 
about my community's drug problem" 

Indicated the outcome "on increase in specific information 
1 have about action to bo taken to deal with the problem 
at the national level" 

Indicated the outcome "on increase in specific information I 
have about action to be taken to deal with the problem 
at the local level 

Indicated the outcome "on increase in my understanding of 
the ways for dealing with differences between people" 
Indicated the outcome "a personal feeling that the drug problem 
is too hopefully complex for effective solution" 

Indicated the outcome " a personal acquis lion of skills needed 
if I intend to help solve the drug problem" 

Indicated the outcome " a personal feeling that action can and 
should ho taken now to begin to solve the problem" 
Indicated the outcome " a reduction in the use of drug by stu- 
dents" 

Indicated the outcome "on increase in availability of money 
and/or people to help solve drug problems" 

Indicated t.he outcome "the opportunity for students to be 

involved in my local school drug education program" 
Indicated the outcome 1 u personal awareness of the misuse/ 
abuse of legal drugs 



57 

23 

66 



6 

45 



8 

29 



56 



Indicated first ihe outcome "on increase in my general in- 
formation about the national drug problem" 

Indicated first the outcome "on increase in my general in- 
formation about the community's drug problem" 



14 



13 
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Question 



130 . 

Percentage 



Qtr. 



Number 



Indicated first the outcome "on increase in specific 
information I have about action to be taken to 
deal with the problem at the national level" 

Indicated first the outcome "on increase in specific 
information I have about action to be taken to 
deal with the problem at the local level" 

Indicated first the outcome "on increase in my under- 
standing of the ways for dealing with differences 
between people" 

Indicated first the outcome " a personal feeling that the 
drug problem is too hopefully complex for effective 
solution" 

Indicated first the outcome "a personal acquisition of skills 
needed if I intend to help solve the drug problem" 

Indicated first the outcome " a personal feeling that action 

can and should be taken now to begin to solve the problem" 
Indicated first the outcome " a reduction in the use of drugs 
by students" 

Indicated first the outcome "on increase in availability of mone\ 
and/or people to solve drug problems" 

Indicated first the outcome "the opportunity for students to 

bo involved in my local school drug education program" 
Indicated first the outcome "a personal awareness of the 
misuse/ abuse of legal drugs ] 



1 

14 

14 

0 

3 

8 

0 

1 

9 

e 



Indicated second the outcome "on increase in my general in- 
formation about the national drug problem" 

Indicated second the outcome "on increase in my general in- 
formation about my community's drug problem" 

Indicated second the outcome "on increase in specific inform- 
ation 1 have about action to he taken to deal with the 
problem at the national, level" 

Indicated second the outcome "(in increase in specific inform- 
ation 1 have about action to lie taken to deal with the 
problem at the local level" 

Indicated second the outcome "on increase in ni.v under- 
standing of the ways for dealing with differences bet- 
ween people" 

Indicated second the outcome "a personal feeling Hint the 
drug problem is too hopefully complex for effective 
solution" 

Indicated second the outcome "a personal acquisition of 

skills needed if 1 intend to help solve the drug pi'oblcm 

Indicated second the outcome "a personal feeling that 

action can and should he taken now to begin to solve 
the problem" 

Indicated second the outcome " a reduction in the use of 
drugs by students" 
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12 

12 

1 

1 1 

19 
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Percentage 



Qtr. 



Number 



Question 



Indicated second the outcome "on increase in avail- 
ability of money and/or people to solve drug 
problems 

Indicated second the outcome "the opportunity for students 
to be involved in my local school drug education pro- 
gram" 

Indicated second the outcome "a personal awareness of the 
misuse/abuse of legal drugs" 



3 



11 

7 



Indicated third the outcome "on increase in my general in- 
formation about the national drug problem" 

Indicated third the outcome "on increase in my general in- 
formation about my community's drug problem" 
Indicated third the outcome "on increase in specific inform- 
ation I have about action to be taken to deal with the 
problem at the national level" 

Indicated third the outcome "on increase in specific inform- 
ation I have about action to he taken to deal with the 
problem at the local level" 

Indicated third the outcome "on increase in my understanding 
of iiie ways for dealing with differences between people" 
Indicated third the outcome "a personal feeling that the drug 
problem is too hopefully complex for effective solution" 
Indicated third the outcome " a personal acquisition of skills 
needed if I intend to help solve the drug problem" 
Indicated third the outcome "a personal feeling that action 
can and should be taken now to begin to solve the pro- 
blem" 

Indicated third the outcome "a reduction in the use of drugs 
by students" 

Indicated third the outcome "on increase in availability of 
money and/or people to solve drug problems" 

Indicate third the outcome "the opportunity for students to be 
involved in my local school drug education program" 
Indicated third the outcome "a pex-sona.l awareness of the 
misuse/abuse of legal drugs" 
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6 

1 

(S 

13 

1 

4 

15 



22 



10A 



The training session dealt with improvement of organizational 
skills 

The training session dealt with creation and operation of 
task-oriented teams 

The training session dealt with development of drug educa- 
tion curricula for schools or communities 
The training session dealt with improvement of interpersonal | 

communication skills |' 

The training session dealt with development of self-aware- i 

ness j 

The training session dealt with improvement of problem- j 

solving skills ! 
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20 
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Qtr. 


Number 


Question 


Percentage 

* T* 








'J ho training session doaltli with improvement of evalua- 


( . 








tivc skills for materials and programs 


3n 








The training session dealt with skills to adapt programs to 


la - 










specific groups 










1 he training session dealt with skills to motivate my com- 










munity to action 


40 ’[ 






10B 


The skill most beneficial in practiec is improvement of 










organizational skills 


12 [ 

1 










The skill most beneficial in practice is creation and operations 










of task-oriented learns 


17 








The skill most beneficial in practice is development of drug 


' 1 
j 








education curricula for schools or community 


31 • * 








The skill most beneficial in practice is improvement of 










interpersonal communication skills 


27 ! 










The skill most beneficial in practice is development of 










self-awareness 


23 










The skill most beneficial in practice is improvement of 


* 1 










problem-solving skills 


12 










I'he skill most beneficial in practice is improvement of 










evaluative skills for materials and programs 


15 '1 










The skill most beneficial in practice is skills to adapt 


.1 










programs to specific groups 


6 










The skill most beneficial in practice is skills to motivate 


17 J 










my community to action 
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The training session used lectures 


58 '{ 


1 

i 








The training session used lectures with discussion 


73 - 








The training session used panal discussions 


61 


r 








The training session used films and other media 


74 I 










The training session used field trips 


18 i 










The training session used problem- solving 

The training session used role playing, psychodrama. 


30 

j 










stimulation 


37 *.' 










Mhe training session used small group discussions 


74 










The training session used case study 


20 j 










The training session used dramatic presentations, skits 


20 ! 










The training session used other types of instructional methods 


35 








11B 


Would use lectures 


20 ( 










Would use lectures with discussions 


62 










Would use panal discussions 


46 : 1 


| 








Would use films and other media 


62 1 










Would use field trips 


33 










Would use problem-solving 


35 : } 


I 

i \ 








Would use role playing, psychodrama, stimulation 


30 - f 










Would use small group discussions 


58 


*; 








Would use case study 


•p> i 1 










Would use dramatic presentations, skits 


23 it 


* 
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r 



?• Qtr. Number 


Question 


Percentage 


"1 


Would use other instructional methods 


13 


i no 


Have used lectures 


27 


• 


Have used lectures with discussions 


44 


7 - 


Have used panal discussions 


29 




Have used films and other media 


44 


i 


Have used field trips 


8 


f 


Have used problem solving 


17 


Have used role playing, psychodrama, simulation 


17 


* 


Have used small group discussions 


51 


I " 


Have used cas study 


10 


1 


Have used dramatic presentations, skits 


10 


t 


Have used other instructional methods 


9 


j 12 


Influencial source of drug information has been newspapers 


17 




lnfluencial source of drug information has been 


19 




Influencial source of drug information has been films about 


t 


1, 


1 drugs 

Influencial source of drug information has been word of 


23 


( ' 
i 


mouth 


23 


Influencial source of drug information has been experience 


21 


J 


! Other sources have been influencial 

t 


22 



i 

i 

i 



! 



l 




1.39 
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Program Information Update Forms 

These forms were developed during June 1970 to serve 
three purposes: 

1. To provide feedback to each state program as to the 
information that had been collected from their 
program; 

2. To request an update of any of the initial design 
or expectation data; 

3 . To collect supplementary information in the following 
areas of program effect: 

a. Estimates of funds or other services generated 
as a result of the NDETP 

b. Estimates, based upon experience, of the validity 
of the original program components, assumptions, 
strategies 

c. Identification of state evaluation reports or 
other effectiveness measures. 

A sample form is included on pages 136 - 137. 

Information collected from this update effort is included 
in the data summaries already described, with the exception 
of the data provided regarding additional funds and services 
generated and state evaluation reports. This information is • 
included as — 

TABLE 23 - OTHER FUNDS OR SERVICES FOR DRUG EDUCATION 

WHICH WERE GENERATED BY THE 1970-71 EPDA DRUG 
EDUCATION TRAINING PROGRAM IN EACH STATE AND 
TERRITORY . 

TABLE 24 - STATE- INITIATED EVALUATION REPORTS AVAILABILITY. 




140 



135 . 



An additional information collection instrument, which 
dealt with planning information rather than assessment data, 
was developed and distributed to each state in June 1971. 

A sample is on pages 138 - 139. The results of this survey on 
information needs for decision-making in drug education 
programs is included in Section IV of this report - Special 
Report on the Information Support Requirements for the Manage- 
ment of the National Drug Education Programs . 
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NDETP 



136 



PROGRAM INFORMATION UPDATE FORM 



STATE 



The information on the attached summary sheets may include items which you originally had to estimate but 
which you can now bring up-to-date so that the information on your state will be as complete as possible* 

Please use this form to note these changes, and any other information you wish included in the report of the 1970-71 

program* Return this information by August 15, 1971 or sooner, if possible. Thank you. i 



!• Number of School Districts that Have Participated in the State Drug Education Training Program 

as of June 30, 1971 

2* Estimate of number of districts who will have participated by September 1, 1971 

3* Total number of people who have received training as of June 30, 1971 as a result of your 1970-1971 State 

Drug Education Training Program 

4. aJnformation on the attached summary sheet includes data only on those programs on which reports were submitted* 
Please use the table below to expand those figures to represent the total number indicated in question 3 above. 
(See enclosed Table 3A for kinds of individuals included in each category*) 



Summary of Number and Type of Trainee Reported by Level 



Background of Trainees 


Level 1 


Level 2 


Level 3 


TOTALS 




State Level Personnel 










~ 7 
\ 



County Level Personnel 
Community Level 
School Personnel 
Youth 



TOTALS 



b. What is your source for these data? 

5. Other changes, additions, etc., to the enclosed data: 
(Use additional sheets, if necessary) 







(continued next page) 
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\ The following information was not requested before, but can be extremely valuable for demonstrating the effects 
I of your program. 



6. Please estimate any other funds or services for drug education which were generated by the 1970-71 Drug Education 
Training Program in your state. 

Funding Source Amount of Contribution or Description of In-Kind gift 



' (Use additional sheets, if necessary) 

j “ 7. The 1970-71 NDETP was predicated on several basic 

J permit the program to accomplish its purposes with 

these were: 

| - a " multiplier 1 ' training program 

- school - community cooperation and involvement 

f - involvement of youth in planning and implementation 

I - multi- agency cooperation 

I - the commitment of additional local and state resources 

- a team approach to tiaining 

r • 

I On the basis of your experience this past year, were each of these assumptions valid? 

If you can provide any anecdotes which illustrate the particular effectiveness of any of these program components 
we would appreciate receiving them. 



assumptions as to the components of a process which would 
the limited resources which were available. Among 



l" 



i 



(Use additional sheets, if necessary) 




8. Did your State program conduct any measurements of overall program effectiveness? YES NO 

If a copy, or summary of this report is available please enclose when you return this form. 

O COPY ENCLOSED 0 COPY MAILED SEPARATELY 0 NONE AVAILABLE 

9. Name of person completing this form: 



Title 
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Please return to: DRUG ASSESSMENT 

E. F. Shelley GCo., Rm. 509 
1730 Rhode Island Avc., N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 20036 



i 

t 

I 

1 



STATE 



NDETP 

INFORMATION NEEDS 



please return to: DRUG ASSESSMENT 

E. F. Shelley C Co. , Rm. 509 
1730 Rhode Island Ave. , N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 20036 

138 . 



Indicated below are some general types of information which are frequently used to influence program decisions. 
(These items are suggested only. Feel free to add others wliich you may have used and to include comments. ) 



t 

j 



• i 



While acknowledging that it would have been ideal to have had access to all the types of information below, we 
would appreciate it if you would place a value on each typo in terms of its specific utility for the operational and 
planning decisions you actually had to make this year. 



o 



ERIC 



t 

im 



TYPE OF INFORMATION USED IN 


VALUE (check one 


TIMELINESS 


MAKING PRO CRAM DECISIONS 


Did 

Use 


Would have 
used if 
available 


Would have 
been nice 
to know 


Little, or 
No value 


If useable, check most 
appropriate mo nth Is) 


j 


F 


M 


A 


M 


j 


j 


A 


S 


0 


N 


D 


A. OBJECTIVE: 

1. Comparative data from NDETP 
programs in other states- "Who, 
How many, etc." 


































2. Identification of drug prevention 
and/or rehabilitation programs in 
your state or region 


































3. Identification of other drug 

education programs in your state or 
region 


































4. Program descriptions of other drug 
education programs 


































5. Extent of drug problem in your own 
locale 


































6* Numbers of trainees going through 
your program 


































7,. Systematic feedback as to the 
effect of your programs 








































































































































B. SUBJECTIVE: 

1. Informal feedback as to the effect of 
your program 


































2. Shared success experiences of others 
with similar programs- "How to.." 


































3. Shared experiences, as above, but 
including failures, problems, needs 


































4. Feedback from site visitors to your 
project 
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I 



T 

'I 



1 

I 

I 
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TYPE OF INFORMATION USED IN 


VALUE (check oncl . 


TIMELINESS 


MAKING PROGRAM DECISIONS 

C. FORMAL R ESE AR CH: 

1. Published findings on what really 
works- validated approaches 


Did 

Use 


Would have 
used if 
available 


Would have 
been nice 
to know 


Little, or 
No value 


If USi 
an 


cable, check most 
iropriatc monthfs) 




j 


F 


M 


A 


M 


j 


j 


A 


S 


0 


* * 


D 


































2. Identification of research projects 
underway 










































































































































































D. RESOURCES: 

1» Listings of books, films, etc. 


































2. Listings of consultants for specific 
problem areas 


































3. Identification of other funding 

sources for drug education programs 
















































"1 










































































1 


1 














































E. OTHER: 
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(tisc additional pages, if necessary) 
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TABLE 23 OTHER FUNDS OR SERVICES FOR DRUG EDUCATION WHICH WERE GENERATED BY THE 1970-71 
EPDA DRUG EDUCATION TRAINING PROGRAM IN EACH STATE AND TERRITORY 
(As Reported on NDETP Program Information Update Form — 33 States and Territories Responding) 



State/ Territory Funding Source 



Alabama 



Amount of Contribution or 
Description of In-Kind Gift 



None 



Total 



- 0 - 



Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 



Agencies of State, Federal and Local Government 



State Appropriation FY '70-71 

Other USOE Funds 

Office of Economic Opportunity 



$10,000 in salaries, travel, $ 10,000 

per diem for consultants and 
participants in workshops 

$282,000 $ 282,000 

$125, 000 

$30,000 $ 155,000 



California 



Colorado 



Connecticut 

Delaware 

Florida 

Illinois 



o 

ERLC 



Department of Education - Percent of State Team's 
Salaries and Operating Expenses 
Contributed Service (y time) of Coordinator for 
State Drug Education Training Program 
Department of Human Resources - Service of 
Personnel who Sewed as Members of State 
and Regional Training Teams — not just 
as consultants 

County Superintendent of Schools Offices 

County Law Enforcement Agencies 

County Departments of Public Health 

County Narcotics Commission 

Local School Districts 

Funds Donated by Community Croups for 

Materials and Speakers at Training Sessions 

Stale Legislature : 

Department of Education (H. B. 1136) 

Department of Health (H. B. 1137) 

(These funds existed by law before the NDETP in 
Colorado, but all fluids were used to enhance the 
NDETP and "multiplier effect". 1 think the Denver 
Public Schools Title III Drug Project resulted from 
cur NDETP; some effect on the development of the 
Fort Collins' project to be funded by USOE. ) 

Plan to seek tills information in the fall — we feel 
that much extra local money was forthcoming. 

Stale (Matching Funds) 

State (Drug Awareness Week! 

Department of Public Instruction 

State Appropriation 

ILEC (Illinois Law Enforcement) 

Service Clubs in Various Parts of the State 
Softool Districts (Estimate) 



$ 20,000 
$ 10,000 



$ 1,050 (State: $31,050) 

$ 7, 760 

$ 780 

$ 1,200 

$ 540 

$ 23, 550 

$ 500 (Local: $34, 330) 



$140, 000 

$100,000 



$ 40,000 
$ 5,000 

Teachers given re le. tied time 

$ 76,400 

$ 25,000 
$ 20,000 
$100,000 



$ 65,3S0 



$ 740,000 



$ 45,000 

$ 76,400 

$ 145,000 



I 

I 

I 

I 
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p.ig c 1 SUBTOTAL: fri. 0 18.750 
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TABLE 23 OTHER FUNDS OR SERVICES (page 2) 
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St ate/ Territory 
Indiana 



Iowa (Estimate) 



Kansas 



Kentucky 



Maine 



Funding Source 

Many Community Organizations Helped Support the 
Regional Pro^ams with both Money and Services 

County Crime Commission - Local Programs in 
Educational Prevention 
Individuals and Service Clubs - Money Made 
Available for Individual Projects 
Local School Districts 



Governors Committee on Criminal Administration 
In-kind Funds Amount to Over $56,000 — I do not 
have figures for in-kind funds by community people 
who took time off from their jobs to attend 
conferences. 



Kentucky Departments of Public Safety and 
Mental Health 



Kentucky Crime Commission 



NIMH Clinical Research Center, Lexington 



Maine Law Enforcement Planning and Assistance 
Agency (for 1 trainer institute) 

Department of Mental Health and Corrections 
(for 1 trainer institute) 

Department of Education, Title V (for 
1 trainer institute) 

Department of Education, Title III 
Department of Education 

Department of Health and Welfare 



Amount of Contribution or 

Description of In-Kind Gift Total 

- 0 - 



$ 15,000 - 20,000 
$ 10,000 

$ 20,000 - 30,000 



In-kind: Teachers' Salaries 
while attending Inservice 
Programs 


$ 52,500 


$ 32,000 
$ 56,000 

School Systems have hired 
Substitutes so Regular 
Teachers could attend 
the workshops 


$ 88,000 


Providing one Team 


(Not Given 


Member each (Fulltime); 


a Dollar 


Paying their salaries and 


Value) 


portions of their expenses. 
An evaluation from the 
Uui verity of Georgia — 




two of our workshops 
(one - urban; one - rural) 
were evaluated for 4 days. 
One staff member and 
263 Ex- Addicts for 14 
Regional Workshops 





$ 14, 131 

$ 14,000 

$ 16,000 

$ 2,000 

$ 9,000 - donated services 
and office space) 

$ 1, 350 - donated materials, 

i.c., films, booklets, pamphlets 

Also, small material donations 
from private companies, i.c., 

Grants Dairy, Huinpty Dunipty 

Potato Cliips, Dunkin' Doimts, 

and Central Maine Power Co. $ 56, 481 

Page 2 SUBTOTAL : $ 196, 9S1 

ASCENDING TOTAL: SI, 215. 761 
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TABLE 23 OTHER 


FUNDS OR SERVICES (page 3) 
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State/Territory 


Funding Source 


Amount of Contribution or 
Description of In-Kind Gift 




Total 


Maryland 


State Drug Abuse Authority for Payment of 
Consultants 

State Department of Public Works 
Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice 


$ 2,500 
$ 21,800 

$ 23,650 


$ 


47, 950 


Massachusetts 


None 






-0- 


Michigan 


State and Local School Districts 

(It could be that these funds would have come 

without NDET program activities) 


$350,000 


$ 


350,000 


Minnesota 


Department of Education 

Department of Health 

Department of Public Welfare 

Minnesota Respiratory Health Association 

Duluth Public Schools 

Stillwater Public Schools 

Department of Education 


$ 18,620 
$ 7,000 
$ 1,000 
$ 1,000 

lj Professional Staff 
£ Professional Staff 
£ Professional Staff 


$ 


27,620 



I 



t 



i 



Montana Local School Districts, Local Service Organi- 

zations and Other State Agencies -- It is 
impossible to make an accurate estimate, 

but an educated guess is: $ 10,000 

New Hampshire Governor's Commission on Crime and Delinquency $ 9,000 



$ 10,000 
$ 9, 000 



New Mexico LEAA 

LEAA 

Health and Social Services Department 
Department of Education 



$ 15,000 ( 

$ 30,299 

$ 10,000 

$ 12, 793 (in-kind) $ 68,092 f 



North Dakota City of Bismarck 

Burleigh County 
Law Enforcement Council Grant 
Federal Grant 



$ 8,000 
$ 8,000 
$ 24,000 
$ 60,000 



$ 100,000 



Oklahoma 







Law Enforcement Assistance Discretionary Grants: 
Norman, Oklahoma 

H It 

Jackson County 

m n 

Tulsa, Oklahoma 

ti ii 

Seminole junior College 

it it n 

Oklahoma State University 

H II II 

Ardmore, Oklahoma 

ii ii 

Title 111 ESEA to Bartlesville, Oklahoma 

148 



$ 16, 790 Federal 

$ 7,025 Matching Local 

$ 3, 482 Federal 

$ 7, 128 Matching Local 

$ 10,060 Federal 

$ 7, 250 Matching Local 

$ 8, 845 Federal 

$ 3, 500 Matching Local 

$ 5,000 Federal 

$ 1, 666 Matching Local 

$ 2, 987 Federal 

$ 1, 524 Matching Local 

$ 52, 370 Federal $ 127.62 7 

Page 3 SUBTOTAL: $ 740, 2S9 

ASCENDING TOTAL: $ 1, 956, 050 
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TABLE 23 OTHER FUNDS OK SERVICES (page 4) 



State/ Territory Funding Source 



Amount of Contribution or 

Description of In-Kind Gift Total 



Oregon 



None 



- 0 - 



Pennsylvania None - Although the project enable some local • 

districts to submit for funding through the Pennsylvania 
Department of Justice, Criminal justice Planning 
Board. Matching State Funds were requested in the 
General Fund Budget for 1971-72, for $80, 000, but 
this is pending. Pennsylvania jaycees have given 
Drug Education their focus for effort in 1971-72, and 
they have expressed interest in working in relation- 
ship to the State Education Project. 

Rhode Island None 

South Dakota None 



Tennessee 



None 



Utah 



Wisconsin 



The seed money (from the $40,000 1970-71 EPDA 

grant) was often matched with District funds and 

teacher released time to the extent that it is judged 

that the $40, 000 grant has equaled between $60, 000 

and $73, 000 in program benefits to the State. Some 

Sclool Districts hired substitutes for three days, others 

released students for an entire day thus being able to 

conduct a Thursday through Saturday seminar. In 

addition, the Project Director was paid out of State 

funds and spent approximately 80% of his time on 

this project during the 1970-71 school year. $ 65,000 



CESA 1 
CESA 2 
CESA 3 
CESA 4 
CESA 8 
CESA 8 
CESA 9 
CESA 10 
CESA 1 1 
CESA 13 
CESA 14 
CESA 15 
CESA 19 



$ 200 
$ 12,000 
$ 1,800 
$ 200 
$ 38,000 

$ 74,000 (Title III) 
$ 300 

$ 950 

$ 11,800 
$ 12,000 
$ 300 

$ 1,000 
$ 6,000 



- 0 - 



- 0 - 



- 0 - 



- 0 - 



$ 65,000 



$ 158, 550 



Guam 



None 



-O' 



Page 4 SUBTOTAL: 



ASCENDING TOTAL: 



$ 223,550 
y.2, 179,60 0 



i 
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TABLE 23 OTHER FUNDS OR SERVICES (page 5) 



State/ Territory • 



Puerto Rico 



o 

ERIC 
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Funding Source 



Amount of Contribution or 

Description of In-Kind Gift Total 



State Government - Personnel (In-Kind Gift) 

80 Social Workers (10% Time) 

6 Guidance Counselors (10% Time) 

80 Health Educators (10% Time) 

24 Supervisors of Social Work, Health, Guidance 
and School Community Relations (20% Time) 

1 General Supervisor (100% Time) 

1 General Supervisor ( 50% Time) 

1 Director - Health Program (25% Time) 

Total Personnel! $ 1 75, 4 88 
State Government - Other Direct Costs 
Employee Services and 
Benefits 

Office Equipment 
Operational Expenses 



$ 60, 960 
$ 4,632 
$ 51,360 

$ 39,456 
$ 10,920 
$ 4,860 
$ 3,300 



$ 14,916 
$ 1, 755 

$ 1,485 

$ 649 

$5,416 $ 199,709 



Page 5 SUBTOTAL: $ 199, 709 

ASCENDING TOTAL : 52, 379, 309 
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In-Depth Observation of the Multiplier Process 

Interaction between the contractor and OE/NAC staff as 
part of the process that was employed in developing the design 
and training outcomes instruments led to the identification of 
additional information needs that were beyond the 
scope of the original assessment. Subsequently, additional 
resources were provided to undertake a closer look at the 
actual multiplier process in a small but carefully selected 
number of states. Copies of the instruments which were 
developed to assist the interviewer are on pages 147 - 169. 

The results of this survey are provided as in Section III, 
OBSERVATIONS OF THE MULTIPLIER PROCESS IN SEVEN STATES: 
California, Colorado, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Maine, and 
New Hampshire. 
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TRAINEE INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 
(All except for State Team) 



147 . 



I 



T. Center 

State Team 

Local Team 

Participant 

Locally involved y n 



Name: 

Profession: 

Level: 

School District:^ 

ended , duration _ 

Location: 

How did you come to participate in the training program? 

Selected Had a choice 

Volunteered 

Heard about it and wanted to take part 

What was your reason for taking part in the training program? 



| Student dJ □ □ 

I 
I 

I 



Teacher a a t=t 
■Counselo r □ □ CH 

Administrator dUI I I tZH 

Parent 

-Communi ty Prof. I 1 



Date of Interview: 



Date training began 



Who were the other people involved in the program, such as: 

Trainees: Reaction to this combination: 



Students 






Teachers 






Principals 






School Adm. 






Community People 






Parents 







I 

I 
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Would it have been better if there had been more people from a particular 
category? y n 

Why? 

Consultants: Reaction 



Doctors 








Lawyers 








Ex-A.ddicts 








Drug Users 








Police 








School Adm. 








University 








Parents 








Drug Counselors 








Pharmacist 








State Dept, of Ed. 








State Drug Programs 









Trainers: Number 

7 

Others: j w 



What do you think the trainers wanted you to learn as a participant in the 
training program. 






154 



What did you learn from the experience? 

1 



149 . 



What methods were used in the training? 



Lectures questions: answer 




Which were the 
most effective? 


Why? 






Film 








Tapes 








Sensitivity techniques 






, 


Discussion group 









Have you noticed any changes in yourself as a result of this training? 

In what way? 



Family relations 

husband 1 I children 1 I 

Professional expertise 

Relationship with students 

Relationship with faculty 

Understanding of own needs 

Understanding of other needs 

Know more about drugs I use 
and their effects 



155 



150 . 



How did this training affect you professionally, that is 



Relationship with students 




How 


Principals 






Developing school policy 






Community p ro grams I can get 
involved in 






Referral centers 







Did you expect this type of training? y n 
What didn't you expect? 

What did you expect? 




O 

ERIC 
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i 

Student: perception of self, school, and/or role in educational process 



Should this method of teaching be used in the schools? y 
Why? 

Could it be used in the schools ? y n . 

Why or how? 



i 



Did the teachers act differently from the way you expected them to act? 
In what ways? 



Do you expect that this experience will effect your relationship with school 
personnel? y n 
Why? 

i 

i 

How do you think this new relationship will effect your learning in other 
I content areas? 



Teacher: perception of school and personal role in educational process 

Could you use any of these sensitivity techniques, and other methods in the 
classroom? y n 
If no, why? 



If yes, how? 




Do you expect that this experience will effect your relationship with students? 

y n 

If yes, in what way? 
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Did you learn anything other than factual information about drugs and 
related issues? y n 
If ye^ what? 



Parents: perception of self in relation to community 

Did you learn anything other than factual information about drugs and related 
issues? y n 
If yes, what? 



Was it a valuable experience? y n 
Why? 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

f 

r 

i 

i 

i 

i 

F 

F 

F 

I 

I 

I 

F 
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Needs Assessment Instrument 
(N-Level Client) 



Role: 



Was f ederal money used to sponsor this program? y n I don't know 
How much 



How much money was spent on this program by the state? 
I don't know 



Do you think that the money was well spent? y n 
Why? 



How could this money have been better spent? If it had, what needs other 
that those met, would have been served? 



How: 


Needs: 




N1 




N2 




N3 


Should this type of program continue? 


y n 


Why? 





Would you like to have other similiar programs? y n 
If yes, around what topic or topics? 



Can you suggest specific ways for increasing the government's support of 
this program? 
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Report Form A. 



State: 
Dates Visited: 
State Coordinator: 

Program Design Map Picture: 



0 
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TRAINER INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

Section A 

Where were you trained? 

When ? 

Was it a valuable experience? 

Knowledge: 

Process: 

Other: 

Was it useful to you in planning your own program? 

How? 

How did you happen to become a trainer? 



How would you define your role as trainer? 



By whom was your program planned or designed? 



Me 






Us 






He 








Have you any key staff? 



Who 

1 


Volunteer 


Consultants 

Paid 




2 








9 

u 








4 








5 
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PROGRAM DESIGN MAP 



Section 3 



I. Number of training programs 



Date began 



, ended 



, duration 



CD 

o 

«w 4) 

°.s 

• Cl} 

£ u 
S3 H 



location 



! 

| 



i 

. L 
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Section C , 

I. How would you improve or change the program design next time? 
n. Have you any evidence of the success of the program? 



Community r esponse (a ctive program) 






Structured follow-up 




* 


Free floating feedback 




• 



III. Where are good things happening now? (location) 

1 . 



2 . 
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? 

Section C 



159 . 



I. How would you improve or change the program design next time? 



II. Have you any evidence of the success of the program? 



Community response (active program) 






Structured f ollow-up 






Free floating feedback 







III. Where are good things happening now? (location) 

1 . 



2 . 




/ 
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160 . 



Sin If 
I'ai. tn'i- 



Report Form A 9 



Did the trainee identify the train-er's purposes? y n 
If not, why? 



Did the trainee think that the trainer's purposes were achieved? y n 
Why? 



If the purposes were achieved, did both trainer and trainee see the same 
reasons for the success? y n 
Why? (methods) 



• } 



■ I 



ERIC 




«' Report Form Aj 161. 

) 

> 

» 

State: 

| Dates Visited: 



Pair Code 
Number 


Date 

Interviewed 


Date 

Trained 


By 

Whom 


Trainer 


Date 

Interviewed 


Trainee 


Date 

Trained 


By Whom 




















1 


















1 


















| 




































! 


















r 
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STATE COORDINATOR INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 
State Team Trainer Interview Form 



Date of Interview 



Section A State: 

Name of Interviewee: 
Profession: 



Did you attend a National Training Center? y n 
Adelphi California 

Wisconsin Texas 



Was it a valuable experience? y n 
Knowledge: 

Process: 

Other: 



Was it useful to you in planning your owns tate program? 
How? 



n 



How did you become director of this state p rogram? 



How would you define your role as director? 



Are you presently involved as a trainer in the training sessions? 
ITow ? 



t 
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Have you any key staff? 



Who 

1 


Role 


Job 

Status 






Full 

Time 


Part 

Time 


2 














3 














4 














5 















I 

| By whom was your program planned or designed? 



Me 






Us 






He 







( Shelley design instrument presented here, Torm I, Section. 2) 

Has it been revised? 

Does it need correction? 

How should it look? 



! 
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PROGRAM DESIGN MAP 
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Section B 

I. Number of training programs by state team ' 

Date Program 

began , ended , duration , location 
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Participants (Trainees) 
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Section C 

I. How would you improve or change the program design next time? 
II. Have you any evidence of the success of the program? 



Community Response (Active Program) 






Structured Follow-up 




' 


Free floating feedback 







I 

| III. Where are good things happening now? (location) 

1 . - 

i — 



2 . 



3 . 
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This space is for ad hoc comments of interviewer 
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Basic Assumptions Questionnaire 

This form was developed and distributed to all state 
project directors in August 1971 at the special request of 
the U. S. Office of Education. Its principal purposes were 
to provide feedback as to early progress in the states, and 
to serve as a "shaping" influence on those projects in their 
planning stages. 

The form was structured around the original seven program 
components or strategies, i.e., multiplier, youth involvement, 
etc., and requested progress reports in terms of each com- 
ponent . 

A sample is provided on the following page. 

The summary of these responses were provided to the 
Office of Education in an interim report dated September 22, 
1970, and is not included in this final report. 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION. AND WELFARE 

OF Tier Of LDUCATION 

BUREAU OF EDUCATIONAL PERSONNEL DEVELOPMENT 
WASHINGTON. D C. 20202 « 

August 14, 1970 



Dear State Program Director: 

The National Drug Education Training Program in which your State is 
participating is unique in that it is the first Federally-sponsored 
program in drug education. Likewise, it is one of the first, if not 
the first, program to get a commitment from all States and eligible 
territories. While funds for the program arc: modest, the expectations 
for it arc high. Through the cooperation of the Federal government 
and State and local agencies the President expects that every school 
district in the country will be affected by the program. In order 
to assess the impact of the program the Office of Education is pres- 
ently developing an overall evaluation design. The evaluation v? ill 
be conducted by the National Action Committee for Drug Education 
under the direction of its chairman, Dx- . Helen Xuwii*. 

This letter is to alert: you' to the evaluation and to the key role 
that you and your fell ov: State Program Directors will play in it. 

For if the evaluation is to be at all successful it will have to 
depend heavily on a continuing flow of information from the States. 

Further ’'dotai Is about the evaluation project will be sent to you 
as they become available. It is expected that the instruments 
will be in final form by the end of September. In anticipation 
of the instruments you should, however, begin to set up the 
administrative machinery within your State to gather the necessary 
data on a regional as well as a local basis. Information on 
numbers of people trained, their positions and responsibilities; 
number of young people involved in training as trainers or trainees; 
number of ‘workshops conducted, their duration and their content:; 
involvement of institutions of higher education in the State 
program; typo of cooperation and support at all levels whether 
it be the release of facilities, financial support, released tir.io for 
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personnel to attend training sessions, etc.; the use of teams at all 
levels; the commitment of teams on a full-time or part-time basis; 
the achievement of the multiplier effect and a variety of other data 
Will need to be collected. 



An evaluation scheme is one of the essential components in each of 
the State projects. Therefore, you would be collecting the above 
data as a matter of course. We fully expect, however, that the 
evaluation effort to be carried out by the National Action Committee 
will also be of service to you in assessing the impact of the 
national program in your State. 

As a beginning, wo need certain preliminary information about your 
State's program. The enclosure lists the basic program components 
that were listed in the original specifications according to which 
your State proposal was developed. For each component certain A 
information is requested. We will appreciate your return of the ■ 
form in the envelope provided by the deadline date of August 28. 

Please get in touch with me (202-962-1915) if this letter causes 
any problems. As always we are grateful for your cooperation and 
we look forward here to a frui.tful year ahead. Best wishes! 



Sincerely yours, 



/j'ti'IVr Hi' 

•Jdmos M. Spi llano 
Chief, Drug Education Branch 
Division of Program Resources 



Enclosures 
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Basic Assumptions and Questions 
for the 

National Drug Education Training Program 



i 

I 

I 

I 



1. The establishment by the States and Territories of teams 
of from 3 to 10 people who will be trained together and 
will carry out training activity as teams within the states 
and territories. 

a. Has such a team been established? Yes No 

b. List names , position and affiliation of each teciin member. 

Name Position Affiliation 



1 .- 

2 , 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6 . 

7. 

8 . 

9. 

10 . 

11 . 

12 . 

13. 

14. 

15. 



Describe the activities of the team to date. 



Y 




(If additional space 



is needed write on the back, ple«;se) 
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2. The involvement of local schools and communities in the 
conduct of training programs . 

• a. Are local schools and communities involved in your 
training program? Ye.; No 

b. Describe hov; they are involved. 



3. The involvement of young people in the planning and imple- 
mentation of the program. 

a. Are young people involved in the planning and implemen- 
tation of your program? Yes No 

b. Describe how they are involved. 




O 
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4. Cooperation of state agencies in the development of the 
program. 

a. Are other state agencies involved in the development 

and implementation of your program? Yes No 

b. List which other state agencies are involved and 
describe how. 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

i 

I 

% 
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5. The commitment of state and local resources to training 
programs in Drug Education. 

a. Are state and local resources committed to your program? 

Yes No 

* ’ ^ 

b. Describe briefly the extent and nature of the commitment, 
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The. establishment of teams at regional and local levels for 
training educational personnel and youth. 

a. Have such teams been established in your program? 

Yes No 

b. Describe briefly their activities to date or your plans 
for their establishment . 



The training of personnel at the state level who will train 
other personnel at the regional level, who will in turn, trci 
other personnel at the local level in order to provide Drug 
Education to youth in their school and community. 

a. Has this been included in your plan? Yes No 

b. Describe briefly activities to date of these trainers 
at the separate levels. 
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PLEASE SEND COPIES OF DESCRIPTIVE MATERIAL ON ANY TRAINING 
PROGRAMS THAT HAVE BEEN CONDUCTED OR ARE PLANNED FOR. 

PLEASE RETURN YOUR RESPONSES BY AUGUST 28, 1970 TO: 

Dr. James Spillane 

Division of Program Resources 

Bureau of Educational Personnel Development 

U. S. Office of Education 

Washington, D. C. 20202 

A self-addressed, franked envelope is included for your 
convenience . 
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Narrative Questionnaire 

On October 1, 1970, the Office of Education requested 
that the contractor develop and disseminate to all state 
programs a series of "impact" questions which the Office of 
Program Planning and Evaluation, HEW, wished answered. 

These questions dealt generally with the effectiveness of 
techniques, at the local level , for reducing drug abuse among 
students . 

A copy can be found on the following page. 

Because few, if any, state programs had begun to branch 
through the multiplier at that early date (October 1970) , 
the responses generally consisted of a state-level person's 
estimate of what would happen at the local level. 

The returned forms were supplied to the Office of 
Program Planning and Evaluation, HEW, for analysis. 
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NATIONAL DRUG EDUCATION TRAINING PROGRAM 
NARRATIVE QUESTIONNAIRE 



Prepared by 

E. F. Shelley and Company, Inc. 




October 1, 1970 
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NARRATIVE QUESTIONNAIRE 
Introduction 

In completing this questionnaire it would be greatly 
appreciated if one consideration were kept in mind. 

Although it is too early to assess these questions in 
terms of results of the National Drug Education Training 
Program, your impressions and opinions about what is 
happening in your state or territory with regard to drug 
abuse would be most useful to us at: this time. 

Responding to these questions does not require that 
a detailed investigation of local activities be initiated 
now. However, the inclusion of any local data or impressions 
which you are aware of would be valuable. 

As your state's Drug Education Training Program 
progresses, please keep these five questions in mind as 
these are the things we will want to know in detail in 
your final report of June 1971. 

We are grateful for your time and cooperation *.n 
completing and returning this narrative questionnaire by 
December 1, 1970. If you have any other comments you are 
most welcome to include them. Your responses will be 
summarized and distributed as part of our on-going effort 
to keep every state and territory up-to-date on activities 
within each program. Thank you. 

i 
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NARRATIVE 



QUESTIONNAIRE 



1. Describe the implementation of two techniques which are 
especially effective in reducing existing drug abuse 
and/or discouraging abusive experimenting among students. 



! 

I 



L 
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YOUR STATE/TERRITORY 
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2. Discuss two methods of operation which you feel are 
rendering either insignificant or harmful results. Do 
you think these techniques can be altered sufficiently 

to make them productive? Please describe any recommended 
modifications. 





I 
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YOUR STATE/TERRITORY 
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3. What is the extent of youth involvement in your state's 

program? And are the youth responding in productive ways? 
Do you think more or less youth involvement is needed in 
the future? 



I 



4. Can you estimate the degree of involvement and cooperation 

being shown by community groups? Are any of their activities 
making a significant impact on youthful drug users? Is 
communication a problem? 



I 



I 

i 

I 
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YOUR STATE/TERRITORY 
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5. A. At the local level are any drug education programs 
being established as an outgrowth of the efforts of this 
program? 

Yes No 

If "Yes", give a brief description of the number and 
kinds of programs established. 



-r 

i 

I 

T 

<«4 

5. B. At the local level are any already existing drug T 

education programs being modified as a consequence of j 

this program? ~ 



If "Yes", give a brief description of the modifications j. 

effected. 
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YOUR STATE/ TERRITORY 
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j WORK PERFORMED UNDER THIS CONTRACT 

i Information Reporting 
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INFORMATION REPORTING 



The following formal reports have been prepared and 
submitted to the U. S. Office of Education and the National 
Action Committee as part of this contract. 



1) Preliminary Report on Proposed Information Scheme, 

August 7, 1970 

2) Report to the National Action Committee members, 

September 25, 1970 (oral presentation plus prepared 
report) (Note: Revised/Updated Report mailed to 

NAC members on October 23, 1970.) 

3) Interim Report #1, December 11, 1970, special request 
of Dr. Helen Nowlis 

4) Interim Report #2, January 21, 1971, for Meeting with 
NAC/USOE Evaluation Committee 

5) Interim Report #3, May 7, 1971, special request of 
Dr. Helen Nowlis 

6) Interim Report #4, June 30, 1971, special request of 
Dr. James Spillane 

7) Quarterly Report, December 31, 1970 

8) Quarterly Report, March 31, 1971 

9) Special Report: Information Support Requirements for the 

Management of the National Drug Education Programs , 
October 1971 

10) Final Report: Catalyst for Federal-State Cooperation, 

November 1971 
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In addition to the above formal documents the 
contractor was called upon to make presentations at 
national conferences and internal Office of Education 
meetings; to provide information to other federal agencies; 
and, to the extent possible within the resources of the 
contract, to deal with individual state information needs. 

Among the agencies who have drawn upon the information 
resources of this assessment have been the National 
Institutes of Mental Health; Office of Program Planning 
and Evaluation, HEW; and the Public Information Office, 

USOE. 

Where sufficient data was available individual states 
have been provided with interim summaries of the information 
collected in their states. Additionally, several states 
requested, and received, special compilations of their 
data to meet immediate management needs. 
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PURPOSE OF SURVEY 
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In the multiplier process, an individual who has been 
trained at one level becomes a trainer at the next subordinate 
level. In the National Drug Education Program, the number of 
levels involved and the complexity of the process varied from 
state to state. In order to gain a broader understanding of 
this process as drug information was transmitted from the 
Departments of Education of the various states and territories 
down to individual classroom teachers, a survey of seven states 
was conducted by a single interviewer during the months of 
April and May, 1971. 

The report that follows presents a picture of the overall 
design of the multiplier process in each state, with specific 
information about objectives, participants, methods, and 
resources at each level of training. Observations of the 
interviewer are included at the end of the presentation for 
each state , and an overall summary of observations is presented 
at the conclusion of the report. 

However, the reader should make his own final judgment 
concerning the multiplier process as it was applied in this 
program. He should compare the various state designs, the 
methods of implementation, and the final results as they were 
perceived by the participants . The quotations from interviews 
presented in this report may assist in this comparison. These 

i 

i 

> 
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quotations and the other data presented, however, must be 
considered in their entirety. Merely reading one or two of 
the case studies will not provide the reader with a compre- 
hensive picture of the wide range of strategies selected for 
implementation and the alternative organizational techniques 
used by the various teams throughout the country. 



SURVEY METHODOLOGY 

As there were limited resources available for field work, 
this survey was carried out in only seven states. These states 
were selected by the National Action Committee, the staff of 
the Office of Education, and the evaluation staff on the basis 
of the following criteria: 

1. Geography - The states had to be a representative 
sampling of the various regions of the U.S. 

2. Size - The states were selected to be highly varied 
in size, ranging from California, one of the most 
populous and largest states, to Delaware, one of 
the smallest. 

3. Seriousness of Drug Problem - The states were 
selected to be representative. Not all were states 
seriously troubled with juvenile drug abuse , nor 
were they all states with minor drug problems. 

4. Existence of Intended Multiplier Effect - All states 
had to have intended to employ the multiplier process. 
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5. Existences of Youth-to-Youth Involvement - The states 
had to have planned youth involvement in their drug 
programs . 

There were two subordinate considerations: the state director 

in each state had to be willing to cooperate with the interviewer 
by providing names of trainees and other useful data, and the 
states had to be easily accessible in terms of the interview 
schedule. 

In accordance with these criteria, the states of California, 
Colorado, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Maine, and New Hampshire 
were selected. 

In each state, a plan for the selection of respondents 
was worked out with the state director. In general, the pro- 
cedure followed the intended flow of information from the 
highest level in the state (Level I) down to the lowest. Where 
an individual functioned as a trainee at one level, and as a 
trainer at the next , he was interviewed in both capacities . 

The types of information the interviews were structured 
to gather included the objectives of the program at each level, 
the methods and resources employed in training, and the sub- 
jective reactions of the respondents. 

The interviewer. Miss Michelle Moran, was uniquely suited 
for her tasks, having worked in the area of community drug 
education for four years prior to coming to the Office of Ed- 
ucation as a fellow. This experience gave her deep understanding 
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of the problems of the persons she interviewed; and enabled 
her to search out difficulties existing in a community's 
program that would have escaped the notice of a less knowledge- 
able observer. 

With the guidance of Dr. Malcolm Provus , director of 
the Evaluation Research Center of the University of Virginia, 

Miss Moran prepared three interview schedule forms: One for 

trainers, one for trainees, and one for state coordinators. 

These forms, which are given as an attachment to this report, 
are not detailed questionnaires; they are designed to give 
consistency in wording and format to the elements of the inter- 
view relating to certain topics. They leave wide latitude to 
the interviewer in their implementation. The schedules were 
field tested during the Delaware survey, the first of the 
state visits. Only minor alterations were made following the 
field test, and the basic structure of all interviews conducted 
during the survey was entirely consistent. Although the 
schedule forms were used to ensure that responses in all 

relevant areas had been solicited, the interviews generally 

took their own course following an initial question. The 

interviewee was not constrained to a brief response where he **- 

felt such an answer would be insufficient or inappropriate; 

he was permitted to discuss at length any aspect of the 

training that, in his opinion, merited detailed attention. 

Every effort was made to make the subject feel comfortable in 
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order that he would share personal feelings and reactions, 
whether they were negative or positive with respect to the 
training program. Although the informal nature of the inter- 
views was deliberate, frequently the pressure of time schedules 
contributed to the informaility . Many interviews were conducted 
in offices and classrooms; however, it was often necessary for 
interviews to be held in restaurants, hospitals, private homes, 
airports, and hotels. With only one week allocated for the 
survey of each state, such makeshift arrangements were often 
essential if the interviews were to be conducted at all. 

FORMAT OF THE STATE REPORTS SECTIONS 

Each separate state case study starts with a Program 
Design "Map" which displays the various levels of training 
sessions and the intended flow of information. 

The section following portrays the relationships between 
the subjects interviewed indicating whether they were trainers, 
trainees or both. 

Each level of training is then described in terms of 
participants, selection criteria, objectives, methods used 
and resource personnel. The identification, LEVEL 0 indicates 
the training received at a National Training Center; LEVEL ONE 
usually describes a State Training session; LEVEL TWO, regional 
or county; and, in some cases, LEVEL THREE devotes local sessions. 
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The major portion of each state study is devoted to 
direct quotations in two categories: the trainers 1 judgment 

of success or failure in attaining his objectives, and the 
trainees 1 perception of the effect of the training. 

Each state report concludes with a chart indicating 
the "flow" of purposes and objectives from level to level. 
This is followed in most cases by a listing of subjective 
observations made by the interviewer. 
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THE MULTIPLIER PROCESS IN THE STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA 



Dates of Interview Visits: 
May 8 , 9 , 10 , 11 , 12 , 13 , 1971 
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DESCRIPTION OF CALIFORNIA PROGRAM DESIGN MAP 

As the California Program Design Map indicates, no 
state team was sent to a National Training Center. An 
Advisory Council was formed who would design and direct the 
State Leadership Team Conference. This was the first level 
of training. The regional training conferences or Level II 
were designed and directed by those teams from six regions 
in the state. 

The trainees of these regional conferences in turn 
designed subregional training conferences. These conferences 
were modeled after the training received on the regional 
level . 

In some areas visited, local district training sessions 
had begun to emerge. These programs took various forms and 
were most elementary in approach. They were primarily 
directed by individuals rather than by teams and often took 
place within the classroom setting in a particular content 
area . 
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CALIFORNIA 
PROGRAM DESIGN MAP 
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PROGRAM PREPARATION 



After the state coordinator and his assistant were 
hired in the late spring of 1970, it was decided that the 
State Department of Education would not send a team to one 
of the four National Drug Education Training Centers. This 
decision was made on the basis of the fact that the director 
felt many experts within the field of drug education could 
be identified within the state of California. 

A state advisory council was formed during the late 
spring to begin to identify experts within various drug- 
related fields. At the state conference, these individuals 
would represent a variety of professional persons, such as: 
psychologists, medical doctors, drug rehabilitation and 
treatment center directors, educational curriculum specialists, 
university personnel, youth, community action directors, school 
administrators, lawyers, law enforcement personnel, pharma- 
cologists, sociologists, etc. 

The council first identified competent individuals who 
represented the various disciplines with primary consideration 
being given to their willingness to commit themselves to the 
state program. From this list, the council requested indi- 
viduals to participate in the state conference. The director 
felt that this arduous selection process was the most critical 
stage of the overall program. 
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Because the participants of the state conference were 
all experts who were committed to the total state program 
design prior to their initial meeting, the state conference 
was consequently designed in such a manner as to facilitate 
the development of productive relationships between these 
highly motivated and extremely capable individuals. 

The strength of the state leadership team was con- 
trolled prior to the conference. These participants were 
grouped in teams , trained as teams , and shared their exper- 
tise in teams. It then followed that the regional conference 
would be modeled in a similar fashion with members of the 
state leadership team functioning as consultants when their 
expertise was requested. 

LEVEL I ~ STATE LEADERSHIP TEAM CONFERENCE 
Program Description 

Trainers : Director, Advisory Council and Trainees 

themselves . 

Duration of Training : Five day live-in. 

Selection Criteria : 

As mentioned under Program Preparation in this 
chapter, the primary criterion for selection of the 
trainees for the state conference was their commit- 
ment to the program. The director personally 
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interviewed each potential trainee, from students to 
university personnel and community professionals, and 
informed him of the overall state program objectives 
as well as the role the director anticipated the 
trainee would assume after the state conference . 

Another criterion of selection considered was 
geographic spread. Due to the size of the state of 
California, it was necessary that people from all 
regions participate in order that the multiplier effect 
could be realized. The importance of regional support 
communication networks was taken into consideration 
prior to the initial preparation. 

The potential leaders,, representing various pro- 
fessional back grounds and diverse areas of expertise 
from all regions of the state, were brought together 
to form the state leadership team. This team was com- 
posed of students, educators, and community professionals 
who shared many common interests prior to the intense 
interaction experienced during the 5-day live-in conference. 
Participants ; 



Students 


33 1/3% 




Educators 


33 1/3% 


i 

V J, 


Community 


33 1/3% 
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Objectives : 

1) To provide the teams with an understanding of 
the philosophy underlying the state training 
program. 

2) To bring about a change of attitude in the 
participants on related drug issues through a 
cross section of opinions presented by experts 
from various disciplines. 

3) To enhance communication skills that would 
facilitate the realization of program goals. 

4) To strengthen the participants commitment to the 
statewide program design. 

5) To enable the participants to design the 
regional conference they would direct. 

6) To provide the participants with resource 
materials for regional, subregional, and local 
level training sessions. 

7) To dispel myths about drugs through the dis- 
semination of factual information from a 
multidisciplinary perspective. 

8) To provide the participants with an awareness 
and sensitivity to the need for consistency in 
the multidisciplinary approach to drug education 
on all levels of training. 
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Methods Used ; 

1) Lectures 

2) Films 

3) Group dynamic techniques 

4) Organizational development techniques 

5) Identification and evaluation of various 
resource materials 

6) Small group discussions 

7) Large group presentations 

8) Team building techniques 

9) Pretest instruments, testing knowledge of drugs, 
attitudes, and behavior changes. 

Resources : 

Consultants were identified to direct the group 
process techniques and organizational development 
skills. The skills filter down to regional training 
programs and continue through the multiplier process. 
Consultants were also identified to serve as resource 
personnel for obtaining funds within school districts 
for the regional and subregional training sessions. 

Many drug education curricula, films, audiovisuals, 
tapes, pamphlets, books, etc., were used as learning 
tools and evaluated for other training programs on a 
more localized level. 
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TRAINERS ' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS *OR FAILURE 
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 10) 

One of the advisory council members felt that the state 
conference had been most successful in achieving its overall 
objectives. He felt, however, that some regional conferences 
had been more successful than others. 

Another person felt that the success of reaching the 
objectives could be attributed to the cooperation of the 
participants selected and the administrative abilities of 
the director. The teams trained were highly motivated. 
However, much of this motivation can be attributed to the 
ego involvement and status of individuals making up the teams. 

There was general agreement among the medical profes- 
sionals as well as other professional groups represented. Of 
course, the humanistic approach to the overall program, the 
utilization of group dynamic techniques, the opportunities 
for one-to-one interaction certainly contributed to the 
attitude of cooperation which all the participants had. 

The trainers were obliged to expend a great amount of 
effort in order to develop a statewide philosophy because the 
trainees' egos were strongly involved. Internalizing this 
commitment within each individual was not easily achieved. 

The important fact is that it was . 
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Finally, it was felt that the objective of providing 

a model for action, one which would have built-in flexibility, 

; 

cannot really be measured. 

...We did the best we could do in trying to 
provide support, resources j etc., for regional 
teams. However, I think if more released time 
had been available, the effects would have been 
more far-reaching. . . 

One of the trainers also felt that the youth who had 
been invited to participate should have been given a better 
idea of their role in the training. 

...Sometimes the discussions were a bit over 
their heads. However, their effect in the training 
should be in no way minimized. They were a most 
important component, if not the most effective 
component . 

You know, I feel myself being critical of the 
program and that is because I am so involved and 
committed to it. I truly feel that its overall 
impact is immeasurable. These people have really 
made a dent not only in our educational system, 
but also within many professions and communities 
throughout the state. 

I don't waste my time constructively criticizing 
anything that isn't worth the effort. That is! 

The multiplier process is in fact multiplying!... 
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TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 

University Personnel : 

...Because the team handpicked the trainees, we 
were able to arrive at a common philosophy, that is, 
that drugs are merely a symptom of a problem. This 
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in itself was a major accomplishment, to get a 
group of such high-powered individuals to agree 
on one such basic thing. 

Although each trainee arrived at the workshop 
with his own expertise, most of us left with much 
more. The trainers were extremely capable and 
themselves approached the entire conference with 
such a warm feeling towards each other , yet main- 
taining their individuality. They were so motivated 
to do something for kids, for society. 

We functioned in teams, that is, people from the 
same area of the state worked together to design a 
program to direct within our own regions . This task- 
orientated team functioning was facilitated through 
our common commitment to together identify and try 
to alleviate a growing social problem. 

I felt very positive about the workshop. I feel 
positive about what I am doing now. It's been an 
overwhelming experience for me. 

I had never before worked on a team that was so 
cooperative. We are really working cooperatively 
toward similar goals with respect for our differences. 

There is definitely an urgent need for this open 
view of the drug scene. Society must begin to 
realize the multifaceted nature of the 'problem' before 
we can deal with it effectively. 

The 'unstructured' structure of the conference, 
which was made up mostly of team work or small group 
discussions, provided a viable model for the regional 
conference. Without this experience, I would have 
never thought to use such a design on the regional 
level. 

Much cognitive information about drugs was 
presented. For some, this may have been helpful, 
but for others, it was repetitive due to the 
nature of their involvement prior to this con- 
ference. . . 

University Personnel : 

. . .They wanted us to arrive at an acceptable 
common approach to the entire issue of drugs. In 
order to design the regional training sessions, we 
had to function in teams to decide on our training 
objectives . 
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The trainers wanted us to develop cominuni cation 
skills which we would need to organize the regional 
programs. We still need more skills in this area. 

The sociological aspect of drugs, that is, the 
involvement of minority groups, was not as widespread 
as I would have liked. We needed further training in 
the value identification for these groups. It is 
important that these considerations be studied in any 
program that is so widespread and intense. 

We have a hell of a long way to go yet. We have 
just scratched the problem. We have found that we 
are successful in some approaches to the problem, but 
we have a long way to go. 

At no time did the state team force the direction 
of the conference. They provided the model needed by 
the trainees - they trusted our expertise. 

The training and what happened encouraged me to 
follow the approach. The frustration I felt was in- 
ternal. It's been a long arduous row to hoe, but I'm 
in it to stay. That is, until we reach our end... 

Student ; 

...The mixture of students, educators and community 
people was good. Almost everytime a problem comes up, 
we find ourselves blaming the structure of our school 
districts. This is not fair. The schools are not 
totally responsible. The entire community is. 

This training taught me to look at the problems 
in our own area. Then we could define them. We 
should then go back to our own community and do some- 
thing about it - train others . 

This training made me more aware of what things 
to look for, whom to contact, and how to start a program. 

We had to work at this ourselves in a team. This 
helped us to analyze our own needs. We had to do this 
in order to plan the workshop. 

I learned that other youths from different areas 
of the state felt the same way I feel. 
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Our team was anxious to get something done in 
our community. At least the youth felt this more 
than the adults did. We wanted help to get to the 
community in the least time possible. 

If we really put the effort into it, the teams 
could really get something going in the communities. 
This gave me a lot of hope for the future. 

In the group dynamics sessions, the exchange of 
ideas was great. Many expert people were there. We 
argued, discussed, described what we really wanted 
to find out. We told them what we wanted to get out 
of it, and we had to work at getting it. 

This training has changed my attitude towards a 
lot of things. It has made me want to tackle the 
problem of drugs with stronger emphasis - with more 
power. I want to go out and get it done. I had 
many growing experiences. It also taught me how to 
deal with myself and others. That's a lot, I think... 
Besides that, we helped tons of other people too. 

At least that's what they tell us... 

School Administrator ; 

...In the training, the trainers let the groups 
decide on an organizational strategy which they 
would put into operation in training the regional 
teams. They let the groups — teams — work through this 
painful process. We had to set out our own plans and 
objectives to implement when we went back. Because 
of this structure, the group jelled. We knew where 
we wanted to go, but not how to get there. 

The input did not come on group process techniques 
until after the group had jelled. 

As a regional team, we should get together with 
the state director for a day or two in order to 
follow up on this. We definitely need more training 
in group dynamic techniques and organizational skills 
that we can then teach people to use on the regional , 
subregional and local levels. 

This program has had a substantial impact in this 
state when you consider its size and the problem we 
are attempting to deal with. 
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I personally have experienced as much frustration 
as satisfaction. However, the people I have met and 
grown to deeply respect certainly make up for the 
other. The kids have been just great... 

Due to the flexibility of the state conference, the 

state leadership team members designed programs to fit the 

needs within their own region. This then allows for various 

designs to be implemented on the regional level (Level II) . 

Consequently, three of the six program descriptions on 

Level II will be discussed here. 

LEVEL II ~ REGIONAL TRAINING CONFERENCE 
Program Description 

Trainers: Trainees of State Training Session. 

Duration of Training : 

Ranged from three to six days, varied according 
to program design formulated by the team. 

Participants : 

Students 25% 

Educators 50% 

Community 25% 

Selection Criteria : 

Participants were chosen in teams from subregional 
districts. These teams were comprised of students, 
educators , and community people . 
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Each trainer team identified participants from 
the same geographic areas to facilitate the multi- 
plication of the team approach to training. People 
cognizant of the objectives and interested in con- 
tinued involvement in the program were selected to 



O 

ERIC 



participate . 

Objectives : 

1) To train teams to in turn train subregional 
level teams . 

2) To present factual information about drugs from 
all disciplines. 

3) To provide time for the teams to arrive at 
their own training objectives, goals, as well 
as projected date and duration of training. 

4) To help the trainees learn how to deal with 
values and attitudes. 

5) To train the teams in methods of evaluative 
techniques . 

6) To give the trainees the techniques they would 
need in the community in terms of skills to 
handle organizing an effective workshop working 
with other agencies as resources . 

Methods Used : 

1) Lectures 

2) Group dynamics skills: simulations, games, 

communication ■ skills 

3) Learning centers - interest groups 

4) Resource materials 218 
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Resource Personnel : 

Resource persons were guest speakers, who presented 
factual information on the pharmacological physiological 
and legal aspects of the drug problem. In addition, 
team members served as lecturers and/or process consul- 
tants as well as group leaders. 

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 10) 
School Administrator: 



. . .The people who came to the training session 
jelled into teams. This was facilitated by the 
structure of the program design. 

The structure of the training session was 
flexible. This allowed the participants to choose 
how to accomplish what they felt they could do best. 

Through the gaming and the simulations, we forced 
the participants to formulate their values. We let 
them evaluate, and they set their own style of inter- 
action. 

The next training session should be six days in 
a row. It should also be away from the city. It 
would have been better had we involved more youth. 

We also need a greater cross section of the popula- 
tion involved in the training, i.e., minority groups 
and community nonprofessionals. 

We should have had better defined selection criteria 
for the participants, and we could have had more sup- 
port from the higher-ups. 

There is need for the involvement of people who 
have greater decision-making roles in this program 
than our team members have . . . 
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TRAINEES 1 PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 10) 
Teacher : 



. . .The success of the training varied with the 
sensitivity of the people present. Some participants 
just weren't open enough. However, it went a long 
way with everyone. The effect of this training can 
only go as far as the individual lets it. 

We needed new ideas. This provided us with some. 

All of the participants who attended were enthusiastic. 
However, a lot depends on the receptivity of the local 
community . 

When we say that we are providing 'a model for 
interaction in the community , ' we must only implement 
this when it is needed. We need to have a greater 
sensitivity and knowledge of our own community needs, 
and the program, as well as the problem, must be given 
priority by the total community if it is to be effective. 

This program increased my desire to work with the 
group of students involved with the drug scene. This 
training gave credibility to the importance of working 
with the community as well as students in this kind 
of project. 

I learned that, when working with groups, communica- 
tion skills are essential to develop more effective 
communication between all types of people. It is quite 
a job to get people to relate the way we did. 

I learned about the whole organizational plan for 
the state. I found out that all districts are being 
reached in this manner. They have built-in a concept 
of cooperation and competition. When they have the 
follow-up meetings, the teams will have pride in what 
they have done. They will be proud of each other's 
accomplishments as well, and ego status needs must be 
built into the program. 

I thought the trainers did an excellent job. I 
was really happy to be able to be part of it all... 
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Community Professional : 

. . .They tried to give us a picture of the state 
framework of the drug education program. This included 
how it got through the county office to the district 
level . 

We learned value clarification techniques. These 
would enable us to be able to identify differences in 
our own values. Through these techniques, we are 
developing professional relationships with other educa- 
tors, community people and students. 

We have been able to learn more viable ways of 
communicating with youth. This is so very important 
and much needed. 

There should be a greater representation of 
minority groups in the training program, both adults 
and youth. There should also be more time spent on 
juvenile court actions and on the rights of minors. 

I learned a lot of factual information about drugs. 
The speakers were very good. It's just too bad there 
isn't more time and support for programs like this that 
help everyone out. I know everyone on our team really 
got a lot out of it... 

Student : 

...I thought the trainers were successful in 
achieving their objectives. They had a lot of back- 
ground knowledge on drugs and knew techniques of 
how to go about teaching it. 

I learned the necessary communication skills. I 
also learned that people have different backgrounds, 
and are really different, yet in a way have a lot in 
common . 

I also learned about the drug subculture in the 
session on sociological areas and impacts of drug use. 

The most successful training methods were the 
audiovisuals and the group dynamics, and communications 
sessions. Also successful were the small and large 
discussion groups. Least successful were the lectures, 
which were not really effective. I can't stand just 
listening to some guy talk. 
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Since this training, I have found myself more 
accepting, both of teachers and other people. I 
am much more broadminded. I also made a lot of 
great friends . . . 

LEVEL II - REGIONAL TRAINING CONFERENCE 
Program Description 

Trainers: State Leadership Team trained at State 

Conference. 

Duration of Training : Three-day live-in training session 

Participants : 

Students 20% 

Educators 60% 

Community 20% 

Selection Criteria : 

Participants were to be chosen in teams from 
school districts . These teams were to have representa- 
tives of the following categories: students, educators, 

and community people. The number of team members 
should be representative of the percentages given 
above. Responsibility for the final selection of 
participants was delegated to the district administrators 
Objectives : 

1) To give the participants an increased awareness 
of the drug scene. 
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2) To give the participants factual information 
about drugs from a multidisciplinary approach. 

3) To train the participants in communication skills. 

4) To help the participants define local drug problems. 

5) To help the teams develop and implement a program 
design to direct on the subregional level. 

6) To provide the participants with resource materials 
for evaluation, e.g., books, pamphlets, films, etc. 

7) To train the trainees to function as a team. 

Methods Used ; 

1) Lectures 

2) Group dynamics 

3) Encounter sessions 

4) Minilearning sessions 

5) Group discussions 

6) Resource individuals 

7) Resource materials, e.g., books, pamphlets, etc. 

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES 

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 10) 

. . .One trainer felt that the team had been very 
successful in achieving most of their objectives. 

He felt this was due to the rather diverse group of 
individuals attending the training session. 

It was also felt that in most cases there had 
been a modification of the individual's attitudes. 

All the trainees went away with a feeling of en- 
thusiasm and commitment. : 

l 
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Another trainer said that, from the feedback 
received following training session, it was deter- 
mined that the team was most successful in achieving 
their objectives. The lectures were the least 
effective method. I guess when you ask people what 
works or doesn't, you have to accept their answer. 
Kids have been telling us that for years. 

We should have extended the training period by 
one day . More time should have been spent on 
developing communication skills. This seemed to be 
the greatest need of the participants. The kids 
were really great. Everyone was, I guess. For some 
reason the students seemed to really try to get to 
the teachers more than the teachers tried to get to 
them ... 



TRAINEES ' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 10) 

Community Professional : 

... I became involved in the program because of 
my interest in the problems associated with drugs. 

I have also had an interest in the people involved 
with these drug problems. I'm a people person. 

The training was successful because of the people 
who participated in it. This was also due to the 
selection criteria. It's important that people aren't 
forced to participate but want to. The trainers, too, 
were well-prepared as well as well-organized. 

This training should not be called drug education; 
it should be called drug use education. This would 
give more emphasis to its real purpose. 

More students should have been involved in the 
training. The students need this for their own 
reinforcement . 

There is finally a recognition at the planning 
level that in order to have the top level people 
participate for any length of time, attention has to 
be given to creature needs - how they will live. 
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Apparently at the planning level, there needs to be 
a financial compensation and attention to creature 
needs and comforts. Times are gone when people have 
enough time to devote sufficient energy to all that 
deserves attention. 

They gave each professional participant $50.00 
per day for participation. This was a honorarium 
plus per diem. I believe it was done to attract 
qualified, interested professionals. 

The success of the program depended on the com- 
bination of all the methods used and they were effec- 
tive. 

This training brought me into contact with others 
in related or similar fields. This, I feel, is im- 
portant to know. What is needed is more careful 
interaction of the student trainees prior to the 
program. The students should have had more indoctrina- 
tion into the process of the training. 

In order to maintain the interest and cooperation 
of the competent people, there must be dollar resources 
for adequate planning. Those who take leadership 
positions were well used for and by the trainers. They 
were resource people and leaders. 

The most important people for us to train are those 
in contact with young people . We need similar programs 
in the whole range of community and school health educa- 
tion curriculum areas, including interpersonal relation- 
ships, emotional health, etc. , . . . 



LEVEL II - REGIONAL TRAINING CONFERENCE 



Program Description 

Trainers : Team trained at State Training Session. 

Duration of Training : Four-day training session. 

Participants : Teams each consisting of; 



Students 


25% 


Educators 


50% 


Community 


25% 
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Selection Criteria ; 

Participants were chosen in teams to represent 
various school districts within the region. These 
representatives were students, educators, said com- 
munity people. Team members were required to have 
demonstrated an interest in, and commitment to, the 
program as well as an interest in actively participat- 
ing in local community programs in the future. Final 
selections of potential trainees were made by local 
school administrators . 

Objectives : 

1) To train the participants in teams to function 
as subregional trainers. 

2) To learn of and define drug-related problems 

in districts from which the participants had come. 

3) To provide the trainees with alternative 
strategies to approach the problems in their 
respective districts. 

4) To train the participants to use resources 
within their local communities to train sub- 
regional teams. 

Methods Used : 

1) Lectures 

2) Mini-learning sessions 

3) Resource speakers 

4) Small group sessions 

5) Large group sessions 
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Resource Personnel : 

Resource consultants were identified from the local, 
regional and state levels. These professionals lectured 
in their fields of expertise. This included the physio- 
logical, sociological, psychological, medical, and legal 
aspects of drugs. Ex-addicts presented panel discussions 
and were available for interaction in small group sessions. 



TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 10) 

Student : 

. . .My role as trainer was to lecture , to work in 
group discussions and mini-sessions, as well as to be 
in charge of the youth who attended the training. 

We were successful in getting the teams together, 
but we were not able to help them to realize what the 
whole thing was about. We didn't have enough time 
to get them together like we wanted. We spent too 
much time fooling around. 

The training was not well organized. We had good 
facts , but we did not have them organized . The parti- 
cipants were not sure what they were there for. We 
learned as much as they did in the training sessions. 
The next time around it will be much better... 



TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 10) 

School Administrator : 

. . .They wanted us to go back to our communities to 
do training. This objective was totally up to the indi- 
vidual as far as the success of the program was concerned. 
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The training in communication skills really turned 
me off. This was just ridiculous stuff. There was no 
need for it. Most of us, in fact, all adults relate 
as much as we can. We can't be taught or forced. I 
learned nothing. They taught us what not to do. The 
mixture of methods used was very good. This is how 
you learn to plan and organize. The communication games 
were totally useless. 

For any future programs, they should change the 
process of the training. They should cut out all the 
communication nonsense... 

University Personnel : 

...This training was very good as far as the profes- 
sionals were concerned. The students were almost openly 
antagonistic until they became comfortable about the 
training process which was taking place. 

There should be more community individuals, more 
concerned citizens, and more youth involved in the 
training. Educators already have a greater respon- 
sibility to do this training well. 

The clash between the team members and the compe- 
tition for control of the training session was evident. 
The clash of the team members caused a watering down 
of the whole program. One team member wanted to call 
all the shots. On the whole, this wasn't all a bad 
thing because it is a real problem in any team effort. 

Through this training, they wanted to give us a 
perspective on what the drug problem was all about. 

They wanted to discuss the role that the schools 
should play in the training program. They wanted to 
give us resource contacts with generally concerned 
people. They wanted to teach us the communication 
skills and organizational techniques to be able to 
work with people and identify resources in our local 
communities. These purposes were generally realized. 
However, we were too pressed for time. We talked about 
a lot of things, but didn't get in-depth training in 
anything . 

For me, personally, the training gave me absoutely 
nothing. I could, have done a better job than the film 
did. I thought I was going to Fresno as a resource 
person. This was the fault of one of the team members. 
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I felt that the trainers should have used their 
internal program resources to a greater extent. They 
claim that they are pushing the affective domain. But 
they are not really showing anyone how to do this. 

Selection criteria must be established... 

LEVEL III - SUBREGIONAL TRAINING CONFERENCE 
Program Description 

Trainers ; Team trained at the Regional Training Session. 
Duration of Training : Two-day training session. 

Participants : Teams each consisting of; 



Educators 1/3 

Community 1/3 
S election Criteria : 

Participants were to be chosen from local school 
districts. They were to be chosen in teams. Each team 
was to consist of students, educators, and community 
people. The individuals would be informed that, at the 
end of their training, they would be expected to go 
back to their local communities to plan a program design 
for their area. 

Objectives : 

1) To expose the participants to resource materials 



Youth 



1/3 



containing factual information about drugs, e.g., 
books, pamphlets, films, etc. 




2) To train the participants in communication 
techniques . 
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3) To give the participants training in identifica- 
tion of and clarification of values. 

4) To train the participants in the decision-making 
processes. 

Methods Used : 

1) Pretest 

2) Demonstration of problem-solving techniques 

3) Audiovisual materials 

4) Teaching techniques - using process methodology 

5) Films 

6 ) Youth panel 

7) Discussions 
Resource Personnel : 

Resources were identified within the community and 
consisted in part of support and involvement of community 
agencies . These agencies provided financial resources 
for the program. In addition , speakers qualified in 
many areas of expertise were identified on the local 
level. These included, psychologists, law enforcement 
officials, social workers, and hospital officials. 

Many of the audiovisual materials had been developed 
within the community. 



TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. '10) 
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One team member felt that the team had just begun to 
train people in their community, and they could not really 
evaluate their effect at this time. The program design in- 
cluded an on-going process. 

He felt that an important facet of the training program 
which they had undertaken was to give the participants alterna- 
tives for action. He felt that the trainers had to look at the 
degree of sophistication of their team as well as groups they 
would be working with . 

Another strong point of the training, he felt, was the 
audiovisual materials which had been developed within the com- 
munity and were relevant to the drug issue. These, he felt, 
had been developed with an in-depth understanding of community 
differences, and were, therefore, very important in the training. 

TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 10) 

Community (parent) : 

...On the youth panel, the kids themselves felt 
that drug education and communication with children 
has to begin very early. This operates on the same 
principle as safety in the home. Their comments were 
most valuable and enlightening to me. 

As far as I am concerned, there is a great deal in 
personal communication. Some people do not have or can't 
have sensitivity. They are not sensitive. I was. But 
then, I can't tell about everyone else. 
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I didn't learn anything in particular about drugs. 

I feel that there is a great need for drug education 
starting down in the elementary school. 

Communication is so important. There really is a 
generation gap. We must try to overcome it. When the 
gap exists , communication is just blocked. This is so 
unfortunate . 

I feel this is something that must be implemented 
right away. We need a positive drug education program 
in the elementary schools, secondary schools, the whole 
community . . . 

Community (parent) : 

...This is the greatest thing that ever happened 
to us. What they did for us as a city was extremely 
successful. I don't know how other communities will 
respond. We have done an awful lot. But, I have no 
idea what everyone else is doing. 

Through this training, we got to see a whole picture 
of how different communities are going in different 
directions. We were given this insight so that we could 
take the best of each program and draw up one for ourselves. 

I didn't expect to be so pleased with it. I am 
upset to know how little was coordinated in this county. 

There is a great duplication of effort. 

In the training, we could have used more students. 

The junior high students are more frank than the high 
school students. They are more down to earth and honest. 

They have less of a tendency to hide. The sophistication 
of the high school student overshadows his honesty. 

All and all, it was really something I want to see 
happen again and again so everyone can take part. . . 

Student : 

...This training was quite good. It helped me realize 
how I really feel about the whole problem. It was a 
perfect miracle. I could hardly believe how we communicated. 
Everyone was really open. 
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It would have been better had there been more 
parents in the training. Parents should get involved. 
Some didn't realize or understand the role they play 
and how much they are needed by kids . 

I don't know how successful the training was, because 
I haven't seen anyone since then. I don't know what 
they will do. I know I'm going to do something. 

I learned that a lot more people care about the 
drug problem than I thought. Many people are really 
good and very concerned. 

Most of the information about drugs I already knew. 
However, the training reminded me of these things I 
already knew. . . 



LEVEL III - SUBREGIONAL TRAINING CONFERENCE 



Program Description 

Trainers : Team trained at Regional Training Session. 

Duration of Training : Four-day training session, 

divided into two, two-day training sessions. 
Participants ; 



Students 


37.5% 


Educators 


25% 


Community 


37.5% 



Selection Criteria : 

Participants were selected for training from the 
local school districts. The participants were selected 
in teams composed of students, educational and community 
people. These participants were selected for the 
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training, with the understanding that they would return, 
after the training, to implement a local program for 
their respective districts. 

Objectives : 

1) To give the participants factual information 
on drugs from a multidisciplinary perspective. 

2) To give the participants an awareness of the 
scope of the drug problem. 

3) To provide the participants with the necessary 
skills to go back and assess the scope of the 
problem in their local districts . 

4) To help the participants to work out a solution 
to the drug scene within their local community. 

5) To have the participants in the training make 
contracts stating specifically what they would 
do in their local communities between the dates 
of the training and 1972. 

Methods Used : 

1) Lectures 

2) Group discussions 

3) Communication skills 

4) Team building 

5) Mini-learning sessions 
Resource Personnel : 

Consultants were brought in to discuss related 
content material, e.g., doctors, police, and drug users. 
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TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 10) 

School Administrator : 

...I feel that we did a good job in the overall 
program when all the constraints working against us 
are taken into consideration. We had our regular 
jobs to be responsible to as well as this program. 

The participants appeared to be very pleased about 
what we exposed them to and the information we gave 
them. We stressed the importance of each trainee doing 
something to get involved in being part of the solution. 
We asked each to make this contract with the group. 

It is difficult to really measure the effect of the 
training when you consider it just took place a few 
weeks ago. However, we are planning a follow-up session 
in a week or so... 



TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 10) 

Teacher : 

...I learned a lot about drugs and drug problems, 
but more than that, I learned about materials available 
to me in this school district. I wasn't aware of all 
the experts right from around here. 

Some of the other adults didn't feel that it was 
necessary to have the students participating in the 
program, but I thought this was the best part of it. 

Some of the kids had an awful lot to say that would 
not have been said if they weren't there. 

We are now trying to .plan a program here in our 
school. We haven't gotten that far along yet. We 
started planning it at the training session we went 
to, but there are still a lot of problems to work out. 

It is too bad that we don't have more programs 
like this one on other social problems. Maybe after j 

that, we could begin to work on minority group inter- ; 

action. So much could and should be done. Maybe | 

this is the beginning..’. ' | 

2.35 if 
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CALIFORNIA 

THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS 



Level I 


Level II 


Level III 


1) To provide the teams 
with an understanding 
of the philosophy under- 
lying the state train- 
ing program. 






2) To bring about a 


4) To help the trainees 


3) To give the parti- 


change of attitude 


learn how to deal with 


cipants training in 


in the participants 


values and attitudes 


identification of , and 


on related drug 




clarification of values. 


issues through a 






cross section of 






opinions presented 






by experts from vari- 






ous disciplines. 






3) To enhance communi- 




2) To train the parti- 


cation skills which 




cipants in communication 


would facilitate the 




techniques . 


realization of pro- 






gram goals. 






4) To strengthen the 


1) To train teams to 




participants ' commit- 


in turn train sub- 




: ment to the statewide 


regional level teams . 




program design. 
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THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS (continued) 



Level I 


Level II 


Level III 


5) To enable the par- 
ticipants to design the 
regional conference 
they would direct. 






6) To provide the par- 
ticipants with re- 
source materials for 
regional , subregional 
and local level train- 
ing sessions. 


3) To provide time for 
the team to arrive at 
their own training ob- 
jectives, goals, as 
well as projected date 
and duration of train- 
ing . 




7) To dispel myths 
about drugs through 
the dissemination of 
factual information 
from a multidis- 
ciplinary perspec- 
tive . 


2) To present factual 
information about 
drugs from all dis- 
ciplines . 


1) To expose the parti- 
cipants to resource 
materials containing 
factual information 
about drugs, e.g., books, 
pamphlets, films, etc. 




237 





42 



CALIFORNIA 

THE FLOW OF PURPOSE AMONG LEVELS (continued) 



Level I 

8) To provide the 
participants with an 
awareness and sen- 
sitivity to the need 
for consistency in the 
multidisciplinary ap- 
proach to drug 
education on all 
levels of training. 



Level II 

6) To give the train- 
ees the techniques 
they would need in the 
community in terms of 
skills to handle organi- 
zing an effective work- 
shop working with other 
agencies as resources. 



5) To train the teams 
in methods of evalua- 
tive techniques. 



,evel III 



4) To train the partici- 
pants in the decision- 
making process. 
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OBSERVATIONS OF INTERVIEWER 



The beginning of the California in-depth study occurred 
in San Diego where a feedback conference was in process. Con- 
sequently, many regional trainers as well as subregional 
trainers were interviewed there, thus omitting the necessity 
of traveling all over the state to locate them. The trainers 
had the opportunity to share their objectives, philosophy, 
methodology of training, etc., in a relaxed environment. 

Following these interviews , schedules were set up 
within various regions to be visited. This opportunity to 
make arrangements in one place eliminated many time schedule 
problems so that a greater number of people were interviewed 
than would otherwise have been possible. 

The most frequently voiced need of the subjects inter- 
viewed was further training in the areas of group process 
techniques as well as organizational development skills. The 
necessity for the development of these skills was not given 
as much attention on Level II training sessions. 

The team concept was utilized at all levels of training. 
That is, individuals were not trained to function independently 
of each other but a cross sectional multidisciplinary approach 
to team functioning was stressed. Teachers, administrators, 
community professionals, students, and educational support 
personnel were all participants in the training of teams and 
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designed their subsequent training sessions on other levels 
through sharing responsibilities, expertise, status, and 
overall implementation of their defined objectives. This 
team approach was a definite component which contributed to 
the effectiveness of the overall widespread positive effects 
of the state program. 

It is also important to mention the defined selection 
criteria stressed for all participants. Individuals were not 
arbitraily selected on the first two levels of training. Each 
participant or trainee on Levels I and II was interviewed 
prior to their participation in the conferences. This control 
of potential trainees diminished on the subregional level, 
for, in those cases, the local school district superintendents 
designated the responsibility to principals and the selection 
for teachers, students, and community people was a localized 
responsibility. Oftentimes, trainees were selected who were 
appointed to attend rather than those who had a desire to 
attend. This is understandable. However, it obviously 
affected the long-range activities of individuals trained 
in this manner. 

One outcome may be that the team building concept itself 
fell apart somewhat on the subregional level. This may be due 
to the fact that the selection process was not stringent or 
that the trainees were not sufficiently trained to train 
others in this area. Consequently, individuals sought to 
fullfil their own purposes rather than those of the program. 
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The feeling of togetherness in terms of achieving a 
mutually agreed upon objective was easily identified in 
the subjects interviewed. There was definitely an attitude 
expressed that indicated that individuals felt as though 1 

they were a part of a whole, a whole which they understood, 
had a stake in, and wanted to see grow. 

* 

•-* 

1 

1 
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DESCRIPTION OF COLORADO PROGRAM DESIGN MAP 

The individuals sent to the San Francisco National 
Training Center were the trainers of the Level I, state 
training sessions . These trainees were trained in teams 
to return to their respective counties and school districts 
to conduct similar training sessions which are described as 
Level II school district training. As reported in the con- 
text of the anecdotal data, the format for the training 
sessions that the teams' members elected to implement varied 
from one community to another. 

The follow-up training sessions , directed by the 
trainers of the Level I state training sessions, provided 
further training for school district. Level II, trainer 
teams. It was also designed to allow for a sharing of im- 
plemented alternative program designs for training on the 
local level. 
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PROGRAM DESIGN MAP 
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PROGRAM PREPARATION 

The State Department of Education selected six (6) 
individuals to be trained at the San Francisco National 
Training Center. This six-member team, comprised of State 
Department of Education personnel (director) , a youth repre- 
sentative, and personnel from the State Department of Public 
Health, planned the drug education program for the state of 
Colorado. 

After participating in the one month live-in institute, 
they returned to Colorado to begin to implement the program 
they had designed. Two of the six-man team left the program 
for various reasons. In order to expand the team, the State 
Department of Education identified three other people who 
were willing and qualified to serve as team members. 

This newly formed state team, comprised of seven indi- 
viduals sharing a common philosophy and commitment to the 
program, assisted in directing six 5-day live-in state level 
training sessions for county and local school district per- 
sonnel. A total of 137 teams were trained at these six state 
training sessions in Gramby, Colorado and 3-day live-in 
follow-up sessions for some of these teams have taken place. 
Other follow-up sessions are yet to be scheduled. 

The members of the state team represent the State 
Department of Education and the State Department of Public 
Health. The Department of Public Health made the contacts 
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necessary for selecting representatives from community social 
service agencies for each team within county and local school 
districts. The combined efforts of these two agencies have 
proven to be most helpful to the local districts as well as 
being effective at the state level. 



LEVEL I - STATE TRAINING SESSION 
Program Description 

Trainers : Trained at San Francisco National Training 

Center 

Duration of Training : six 5-day live-in training sessions 

Participants : 



Students 


30% 


Teachers 


31% 


Community 


39% 


Criteria: 





The director of the state drug education program 
sent local school administrators informational materials 
containing the objectives of the training and the 
categories of potential trainees, as well as the selection 
criteria specifications. Thus, these administrators were 
able to identify students and teachers who were to attend 
the state training sessions. The State Department of 
Public Health sent informational letters to the local 
directors of public health services. They were asked 
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to select trainees to represent the community. Conse- 
quently, school districts and counties sent teams which 
were composed of students , teachers , school administra- 
tors , and community representatives. 

Objectives : 

1) To affect attitudes and understandings relative 
to drug users and abusers. 

2) To provide credible up-to-date information about 
drugs on the cognitive level. 

3) To facilitate the development of teams to work 
in turn on the local level. 

4) To provide training alternatives for activities 
within local communities. 

Methods Used : 

1) Pre-test and post-test 

2) Lectures 

3) Small group discussions 

4) Group process techniques - communication skills 

5) Films and resource materials 
Resource Personnel : 

A resource consultant from Colorado State University 
was contracted to develop the pre-test, post-test instr um ents 
and to conduct the analysis of this data. State team mem- 
bers presented lectures and ran group discussions in their 
fields of expertise. A guest lecturer or consultant was 
also hired to speak on the hippie scene in San Francisco. 
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TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 49) 



The director of the state team thought that the team 
was quite successful in reaching its objectives. The area 
in which the team may have fallen short of reaching its ex- 
pectations was in the cognitive aspects of drug education 
factual information. No one had hired doctors, lawyers, 
sociologists, or psychologists to present lectures in these 
disciplines. Instead of this method of presentation, a 
library of audio-visuals, books, pamphlets, etc., were avail- 
able to the participants to read and share during the one- 
week workshops. However, some of the team members felt that 
the participants might have learned more cognitive information 
if resource people representing the various disciplines had 
been available during the workshops. 

The objective that the team felt they were most success- 
ful in achieving was that "of changing attitudes and under- 
standings relative to drugs, users, and abusers." This success 
was attributed to the methods used and the time spent in dealing 
with this area. 

. . .The trainees were given time to function in 
small groups, to work out problems they may have in 
relating to one another, to grow to understand each 
other. We also provided them with the opportunity 
to become involved with people who are usually 
stereotyped — drug users, drug abusers, i.e., indi- 
viduals who represent various sterotypes were real, 
willing to interact, and work out whatever problems 
the trainees may have had in relating to them up to 
this point... 
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Community Professional : 

...I Was invited to attend the workshop by our 
school district drug education coordinator. I was 
very interested in learning more about drugs and 
how I can help kids who use drugs. 

I learned that in order to learn about drugs, it 
is important to talk with and listen to the problems 
of youth. Anyone can help in working with this issue 
if they are willing to understand what the kids are 
thinking about. It doesn't make any difference what 
profession one is in or whether or not they are working 
with kids. We are all part of the problem. 

Most of the time we worked in groups with the state 
team members working as group leaders. They are the 
ones that got us to discuss the issues that have to be 
worked through before people can work together as a 
team. For a group of people to become a team, you 
really have to understand individual differences and 
know why you are working together. Our team is just 
great. I've really gotten to love each one of them 
for what they are . . . 

Community Professional ; (policeman) 

...It was a really great experience to work together 
with teachers, students, nurses, social workers, coun- 
selors, and school administrators. To get all those 
people working together is quite an accomplishment. 

The primary purpose of the workshop was to change 
attitudes as they relate to the drug issue. I think 
that the state team was as successful as can be expected 
in achieving this objective for there is so much involved. 
It just can't be accomplished through one week of dis- 
cussions. As I've tried to explain to my own team, I 
am just a policeman. I am not the whole police force 
in our county or the whole police force in the state. 
Sometimes people expect to change entire institutions 
at once and that isn't realistic. 

Another objective of the state team was to teach 
the participants the difference between drug use and 
drug abuse. This is real important, for there is 
such a thing as the use of drugs for good reasons. 

But I don't really know if as a policeman I can say 
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that illegal drug use is good. There are so many 
ways to look at this issue and the nature of my 
profession forces me to oftentimes see it in terms 
of the law. My job is to enforce the law. 

I would like very much to see more workshops 
like this one . They are badly needed in our com- 
munity. More groups of people, made up of all 
professions like ours was, should get together to 
work this issue out for themselves. It's not an 
easy job, but it really pays off in the end... 

Guidance Counselor : 

...I participated in the workshop at Gramby 
(directed by the state team) because I was in- 
terested in the topic and wanted to learn more 
about drugs. I was very pleased about being in- 
vited by our drug coordinator. 

It was great having students, teachers, and 
community people working so closely together trying 
to solve a common problem. I wish we had had more 
guidance counselors there because this is really the 
type of training people in my profession need. 

What I learned at the State Training Session has 
not only helped me relate to kids who are using 
drugs, but also to kids in general. Sometimes it is 
very easy not to get involved with those people we 
are really supposed to be helping . I think that a 
wall was beginning to be built up between me and 
some of the kids. I don't feel that it is there 
any more. 

I also began to see the whole drug problem in a 
different light. I had really looked at drugs as a 
tool the youth used to rebel against the establishment. 

But I certainly became more aware of how encompassing 
the whole problem is. Drugs are really a built-in 
coping mechanism for most of the people in our culture. 
Youth, adults, parents, professional and non-professionals 
in our society — all have their drugs and use them for 
pretty much the same reasons. 

Being aware of this, understanding it, certainly 
has made a difference in the way I look at kids who 
are dealing with drugs. They aren't as unique as I 
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thought. They are just people with problems , that is, 
if they want to look at the use of illegal drugs as a 
problem. This is really up to them. I used to think 
it was up to me to tell them that. If this is all I 
learned during the whole week it was well worth it. 

That again is what was so great about the workshop. 
Everyone got something different from the experience. 

We were all able to get what we needed... 

Student : 

...When I first arrived at the state training 
session, I wasn't too sure if I really wanted to be 
there and participate in the workshop. There were 
so many well educated older people there from every 
imaginable profession. I thought it was really 
going to be a drag. 

But it wasn't. The group leaders were just great. 
They got us talking together in small groups, they 
gave us a few lectures, then let us deal with what 
they told us and how it relates to our own school and 
community . 

I could hardly believe how many professional people 
there are who are supposed to teach us, work with us, 
help us and they don't understand the things that the 
youth are saying by the things they do — like taking 
drugs. I never realized how complicated the whole 
thing is. 

I really feel badly for people, like some young 
teachers and policemen who feel pretty much like the 
youth do about a lot of things , but have no way to 
act out like we do. If they did, they might lose their 
jobs. This is really a hairy thing. 

After the workshop, our team met a lot of times to 
try to get organized in our own community. We were 
told by the state team that before we tried to run 
workshops or anything like that in our own communities, 
we should look at the problem and how it affects our 
own. You know, every community is different. 

We really haven't been able to get anything together 
yet, because we haven't had enough time or support. We 
just give talks at churches, in some of the high school 
classes, and stuff. 
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I wish everyone could go to Gramby and get the 
same type of training we had. If this could happen, 
it would be much easier to get things started there... 

Teacher : 

...The first few days of the workshop everyone 
was really confused. We didn't know what was hap- 
pening, but after that, things really started to 
fall into place. People began to let down the walls 
blocking communication. Real interaction started to 
take place and this is when we really started to 
learn something. 

All the books, movies, articles, charts in the 
world would not have taught us what we learned from 
each other. I think a real sign of learning is to 
be able to relate to what you are trying to learn 
about. We were forced to relate to the kids, the 
people that we once thought were the problem. I 
learned that they are not the problem but merely 
kids doing something we don't understand. I am so 
afraid that these kids will get hurt by drugs. I 
was afraid of the whole issue. I'm not any more. 

If all teachers could learn what I learned, all 
students too, the concept of the traditional teacher 
could change. This is what is so badly needed if 
schools are to do what the books and college profes- 
sors say that they do do. Maybe this can be the 
beginning of a change that is much needed. . . 



LEVEL II - COUNTY AND SCHOOL DISTRICT TRAINING SESSIONS 



Level II trainees of the state training sessions in 
Gramby, Colorado returned to their communities and first 
assessed local needs. Each team returned to its respective 
county and school district to begin to function as a team of 
trainers. Some teams found it necessary to expand their 
membership in order to achieve the objectives they set for 
themselves . 
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Much effort was put into training the participants to 
function as teams upon returning to their local districts. 

The point of assessing local problems was stressed, i.e., 
prior to developing a format for training on the local level, 
it is essential that team members be cognizant of all the 
factors affecting the community. 

One state team member felt that one area which should 
have been given more attention on the state level was that 
of developing organizational development techniques. 

...We gave team members directions, we told them 
what we wanted them to do upon returning to their 
communities, but what we did not do was teach them 
how to do it. It is a difficult, involved process 
but one which must be struggled through if we are 
seriously committed to the multiplier effect. We 
did as much as we thought we had to do in this area, 
but now we have learned that more needs to be done. 

We are trying to deal primarily with organizational 
development techniques and planning strategies in 
our 3-day follow-up sessions. The state team members 
are also trying to function as technical assistance 
resource people on the local level... 

Another team member felt that support for local district 
teams must be provided if the program is to continue. 

...We are geographically so distant from most 
of the local district teams. This state is a 
big state. With only two full-time personnel 
it is relatively impossible to establish a sup- 
port network of communication. . . 



TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 49) 
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A discussion of the activities by some of these teams 

will follow. 

Program Description 
Trainers : 

Twelve trainees trained at state training session 
plus 18 other community professionals who are being 
trained to function as part of the team. (the expanded 

team concept.) 

Duration of Training ? 

Ranged from 1 h hours to 20 hours. 



Participants : 

High school students, PTA organizations, social 
service agency staffs, (Teach In-Service Training 



Sessions . ) 

Sel ection Criteria : 

Any group of individuals (students to professionals) 
who feel that they want to learn something about the 
drug scene in our community and are committed to do 
their part in volunteer work. 

Objectives : 

]) to teach factual information about drugs 

2) to learn about how drugs affect this community 

3) to become aware of the opinions, feelings, 
attitudes, of other people within the community 
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4) to familiarize people with drug-related groups 
already functioning within the community and 
to learn a role they can play in working with 
those already structured organizations. 

Methods Used: 



1) 


Small Group Discussion 


2) 


Lectures 


3) 


Role playing 


4) 


Resource materials 


Resource Personnel: 



Trained knowledgeable people within some communities 
were identified to give lectures, to work with groups 
of youth and adults, to train students to run a hot 
line, to train counselors to rap with drup users and 
kids trying to get off drugs. All available resources 
were identified and utilized as soon as possible. 



TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 49) 

Community Member : 

. . .Our team has grown considerably since the state 
training session. We have lost some members; yet, we 
have expanded the team considerably. The team itself 
is in need of future training in the areas of organiza- 
tional development techniques. We have identified 
many people who are willing to help us out, but we aren't 
organized enough or have the time to work together to 
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organize in a more structured manner. Sometimes 
it seems like we are pulling from each other or 
maybe competing against each other. 

Through the use of financial resources which we 
have gathered, we have managed to have a 24-hour 
crisis line established. Community professionals, 
nonprofessionals, and students have been trained by 
our expanded team to man the hot lines. 

We also have a community drop-in center for youth. 
People volunteer their time to be in the community 
center for so many hours per week. We have set up a 
schedule which team members volunteer their time to 
follow. These volunteers function as counselors. 

Some team members have also lectured at PTA's, 
elementary and secondary in-service training sessions 
for teachers ; and presentations by our youth team 
have been made in some elementary and junior high 
classes. 

At the high school a rap room has been directed 
by students for students... 

TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 49) 

Student: 

...At the high school, the rap room has worked 
out quite well. Some of the teachers, and also some 
school administrators have been very much in favor 
of what we have been doing. Naturally, we have had 
a lot of hassles and problems with other teachers and 
especially the guidance counselors. They just don't 
know what to make of us, the kids that come to the 
rap room, and what we are doing in general. 

We made some mistakes, we cut off a lot of 
straight kids who too need help. But, we are 
learning from our mistakes and now we are trying 
to correct them. 

I think this program has really been great. It 
has taken just hours and hours of our time, but it's 
worth it . . . 
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Community Professional : (welfare social worker) 

...This is the first time I've really seen inter- 
agency cooperation in this county. It was just so 
refreshing to see teachers, students, parents, and 
community people working together who are all concerned 
about the same problem. This is something I read 
about as being the best way to deal with a problem 
but the first time I've really seen it done. 

I havn't learned that much about drugs themselves. 

I still have a lot more to learn but now I know that 
there is much I can do. We are going to have more 
meetings for small groups of interested people. I'll 
go to these meetings when they get started... 



LEVEL II - COUNTY AND SCHOOL DISTRICT TRAINING SESSIONS 

Program Description 

Trainers: Four State Team Members. 

Duration of Training : Four hours. 

Participants : Teachers 

Selection Criteria : All teachers within the school. 

Objectives : 

1) To give the teachers an awareness of the 
drug problem within their own county. 

2) To give the trainees an awareness of the 
reality of the problem. 

3) To give the trainess an understanding of 
what was happening in the county. 

4) To give the trainees drug information 
concerning resources available to them. 
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Methods Used : 

1) Lectures 

2) Discussion groups 
Resource Personnel : 

Information was provided on where materials could 
be obtained. Consultants were provided, including the 
county educators, who lectured in their areas of 
expertise . 



TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCES S OR FAILURE 
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES 



I was unable to obtain an interview with the team 
member who conducted the training session. 



TRAINEE S' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 49) 

Teacher : 

...I participated in a teacher's in-service 
training session. It lasted about 3^ hours to 
4 hours. It was really quite good I thought. 

Four people from the state team came down to work 
with some people from our county who were trained 
at Gramby. 

They tried to make the teachers aware of what is 
happening here in our own county. They told us who 
to go to for help if we had students who had problems 
with drugs . They really tried to make us aware of 
how serious the problem really is. They also told 
us that they would like us to try to teach our own 
students about drugs so that they would too realize 
the danger of becoming involved with drugs . 
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One of the team members really stressed the 
importance of not making value judgments about 
drugs, that you can't look at the student using 
drugs as a good or a bad person, but just a person 
who might have a problem. One thing that really 
impressed me was that a thing is only a problem 
if the person looks at it as such. Some kids 
don't think that smoking marijuana is a problem 
and if they don't, then it isn’t a problem to them. 
I guess you can't force anyone to think they have 
a problem if they don ' t think they do . . . 



i 

[ 

I 



LEVEL II - COUNTY AND SCHOOL DISTRICT TRAINING SESSIONS 



Program Description 

Trainers ; County Team Members. 

Duration of Training : Two 50-minute sessions. 

Participants : Students . 

Selection Criteria ; All students in the class. 
Objectives : 

1) To give the students basic information on drugs 

2) To change the students' attitude towards drugs. 
Methods Used : 

1) Lecture 

2) Discussion 

Resource Personnel : Resources and materials were 

provided by the school. 
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TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 49) 
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Student : 

...In class one of my teachers told us about what 
he had learned when he took a course in drugs that was 
put on by the state. I really didn't learn that much. 
I've heard things on TV and read things that were much 
better than this . 

It doesn't really matter to me if people, kids or 
adults use drugs. That is their own business. Their 
habits are their personal thing and my views on the 
subject are not going to change what they are going 
to do. 

I think drug education is important. People have 
to know the facts, but I can't understand how my 
teacher thinks he can tell leople what to do. That is, 
you can't convince someone not to use drugs if they 
have already decided that they will... 
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THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS 



Level I 

1) To affect attitudes 
and understanding rela- 
tive to drug users 
and abusers . 


Level II 

2) To become aware 
of the opinions, 
feelings , attitudes 
of other people 
within the community. 


Level III 

3) To give the ? 

trainees an under- 

i 

standing of what was [ 

happening in the , 

t 

1 

county . 


2) To provide credible 


1) To teach factual 


1) To give teachers ; 


up-to-date information 


information about 


(students) an awareness 


about drugs on the 


drugs . 


of the drug program 1 


cognitive level. 




within their own county. | 


3) To facilitate the 
development of teams 
to, in turn, work on 
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Level I 



THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS (continued) 



Level II 

3) To become aware 
of the opinions, 
feelings, and atti- 
tudes of other 
people within the 
community . 



Level III 
3) To give the 
trainees an under- 
standing of what was 
happening in the 
county . 
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OBSERVATIONS OF INTERVIEWER 

Following the state training sessions in Gramby, Colorado, 
the trainees returned to their respective counties and school 
districts to assess local needs and then design training sessions 
for local community people. In many cases, these teams expanded 
to involve other community people in order to facilitate the 
development of the design for these training sessions. 

It was observed that as teams expanded, the original 
cohesiveness of the team seemed to gradually dissipate. It 
would seem important that each team, formally trained to 
function as a unit, maintain the autonomy and unity the 
training was designed to accomplish. It is difficult to main- 
tain team cohesiveness when the expanded team concept is 
utilized. 

In some communities visited, the teams had not worked 
together to develop total community designs. Rather than this, 
team members returned to their professional institutions and 
attempted to organize training sessions on their own. Had 
they made use of the expertise and support of the total team, 
they might have been more successful in achieving their ob- 
jectives. 

Further training for all participants in the area of 
group dynamic techniques that could be used by teachers in 
the classroom as well as for community training sessions would 




264 



r 

r 

r 

r 

r 

r 

r 

r 

r 



r 



r 

[ 

[ 

c 

t 



o • 

ERLCl 

h» 



have been most helpful. Organizational development skills 
for organizing community training and public involvement 
would have been a useful tool for the participants. These 
skills would have facilitated the achievement of the overall 
state program objectives. 
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THE MULTIPLIER PROCESS IN THE STATE OF 
DELAWARE 



Dates of Interview Visits: 
March 23, 24, 29, 30, 31 
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DESCRIPTION OF DELAWARE PROGRAM DESIGN MAP 

The Delaware Program Design Map tells us that 
seven (7) individuals were sent to the Adelphi Univer- 
sity National Training Center. This Adelphi trained 
team, including the director, returned to the state and 
carried out the Level I state training sessions in 
Dover, Delaware, where six teams were trained. The 
members of these teams came from various counties and 
school districts within the state. They, in turn, 
returned to their respective local districts to organize 
Level II training sessions. Upon completion of these 
Level II training programs. Level I and Level II trainees 
together organized the local community training sessions, 
or Level III. 

Adelphi trained personnel were involved on all 
levels of training, functioning as consultants or 
lecturers. The role in which they functioned was defined 
by the trainers within various local districts. 
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PROGRAM PREPARATION 



The State Department of Education hired a director 
for the State Drug Education Program which was to begin 
in September, 1970. The director and six other indi- 
viduals from various parts of the state who represented 
diverse specialists within the field of health education 
and related professions were selected by the State 
Department of Education to attend the Adelphi University 
National Drug Education Training Center. 

The Institute was designed to educate the parti- 
cipants in the area of preventive drug education from a 
multidisciplinary perspective through the use of 
innovative teaching techniques along with various group 
process techniques. 

The state team returned from Adelphi University 
after having developed a design which they planned to 
implement within the state. Upon returning to Delaware, 
the team continued planning and organizing resources 
within the state in order to effectively put into 
operation the design formulated. 

LEVEL I ~ STATE TRAINING SESSION 
Program Description 

Trainers: State Team trained at Adelphi National 

Training Center. 
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Duration of Training: 3-day live-in training 



session. 

Participants : 

Students 30% 

Teachers 35% 

School Administrators 5% 

Community 30% 

Selection Criteria: 



Letters were sent to superintendents or local 
educational agencies informing them of the state drug 
education program and its objectives. Local admin- 
istrators were asked to select from their communi- 
ties trainees to attend the state workshop. It was 
suggested that teams sent for training would be 
composed of students, teachers, school administrators, 
community professionals and nonprofessionals, along 
with other educational support personnel, such as, 
school nurses, guidance counsellors, etc.,. The 
number of people sent for training was estimated on 
the basis of student population within the defined 
community. 

The responsibility for the final selection of 
all participants was given to the local school 
district. A specification was made that one-third 
to one-fourth of the team members were to be students. 

The director and other state team members felt 
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that if they had had control of the final selection 
of potential trainees, the initial training session 
would have been more effective than it was. They 
suggested that more definitive selection criteria 
be established for future workshops on the state 
Level I . 

Objectives : 

1) To change attitudes about controversial 
issues . 

2) To enhance relationships between youths and 
adults on the topics of drugs, race relations, 
and age differences . 

3) To stimulate change in the classroom 
environment. 

4) To disseminate accurate factual information 
from a multidisciplinary perspective. 

5) To dispel myths surrounding drugs and drug 
users . 

Methods Used : 

1) Expectations contract 

2) Lectures 

3) Movies 

4) Group dynamic techniques (role playing, reverse 
role, alter ego, trust walk, fish bowl, circle 
walk, sharing secrets, nonverbal communication, 
prescriptions, descriptions, sharing concerns, 
monads, dyads, triads, rap sessions) 



O 



77 . 



5) Small group discussions 

6) Large group discussions 
Resource Personnel : 

A consultant was called in to direct the group 
dynamics techniques and/or group process portions 
of the state workshop. Consultants were also hired 
to present factual information in the areas of 
psychology, pharmacology, physiology, sociology, 
law enforcement and the youth subculture as these 
disciplines relate to the issue of drugs. 

Other resource personnel such as drug users from 
the defined community were identified to participate 
in the workshop. 

TRAINERS* JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES 

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 73) 

The director of the State Drug Education Program felt 
that the state team was most effective in reaching its 
objectives when consideration of the meager staff she had 
to work with was taken into account. She was the only paid 
full-time member. 

The fact that all of the trainers in the state working 
on Level I were trained together at Adelphi University 
facilitated the development of the training format mutually 
agreed upon. The entire staff, composed of educators, 



273 



78 . 



community people, and students, all shared a common 
philosophical approach to the task of initiating an 
effective drug education program in all the school districts 
throughout the state, and, hopefully, within all of the 
schools. 

The director felt that the team's success could be 
attributed to the level of expertise of the consultants 
hired and the methods selected to provide the trainees with 
the information and interaction needed to achieve the 
stated objectives. The team modeled their training format 
on the training they had had at Adelphi University. The 
trainers felt that, if these methods and techniques had 
been so successful for their own training, chances were 
that trainees within their own state would experience 
similar growth. 

The director considered that one of the team's 

objectives, i.e., to stimulate change in the classroom 

environment, was not as successfully achieved as the team 

had anticipated. She attributed this failure to the local 

✓ 

school structure itself. She felt that not only must 
teachers and students have more flexible attitudes, but 
also that the school administrators on the local level must 
be exposed to and be more open to innovative educational 
techniques. Otherwise, they would not be able to implement 
locally what they had learned at the state training sessions. 

The director , along with other state team members 
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interviewed, felt, in particular, that the group dynamics 
techniques utilized and the multidisciplinary approach to 
program content were successful because they addressed 
the needs of the trainees . 

"Interaction between educators, students, community 
professionals, nonprofessionals, and other school related 
personnel was the most valuable aspect of this program," 
said the director. The trainees were given the opportunity 
to get to know each other through discussion groups as well 
as the use of group dynamic techniques. The live-in 
situation facilitated this interaction, for all categories 
of trainees were given the opportunity to discuss related 
issues as much as they felt the need to. "For many of us 
these discussions went on until wee hours of the morning," 
stated the director. 

Another state team member felt that the team was most 
successful in achieving its objectives if one took into 
consideration how all-encompassing its objectives were. He 
based this opinion on the fact that all trainees of the 
state training sessions evaluated the workshops from their 
own perspective and the data reported verified his per- 
ceptions of the outcomes of the workshop. 

"The success we had was due to methods and 
style of training the trainees were exposed 
to. People on all levels within society, 
students, educators, community, need to 
express their own views and grow through 
each other, in order to be able to work 
together. Many people have a great amount 
of expertise in a particular discipline, 
but it is only through combining all of 
these disciplines that we get a total 
picture of any issue. 
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I feel that the people problem which 
may be the reason for the increase or 
widespread use of drugs must be looked 
at and we provided our trainees with an 
opportunity to look at it and this is what 
they felt they needed. 

We trained 37 teams and all of these 
teams are doing something back in their 
school districts. I have personally 
worked with seven of these teams as a re- 
source person, a consultant. Each state 
team member trained at Adelphi is doing 
the same thing I am doing. 

We still have needs. In fact, now we 
have more needs than we had before the 
training at Adelphi took place last summer. 
We have turned out hundreds of students, 
community people and educators throughout 
the state. These people need support; 
they need further training. Calls come in 
to my office, my home, the state office, 
to other members of our team's homes, 
asking us to help. 

I am doing all I can but I must admit 
that it gets terribly pressuring. All of 
my efforts in the state drug education 
program are over and above my regular full- 
time position. It is all volunteer work 
for everyone of us, the entire team. 
Everyone, that is, the hundreds of people 
involved throughout the state, volunteer 
their time, effort and personal expen- 
ditures. I feel further support from the 
state department and federal government 
is needed to continue or merely maintain 
this program. It would be a terrible 
thing if this program ever died, for it's 
my hope that our endeavors are not only 
affecting drug users and potential users, 
but we are developing change agents within 
other institutions that affect the over- 
all community educational processes. 
Support, commitment, expertise is coming 
from the most unexpected places. We are 
finding people that really care and are 
using their talents to help others. 
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A supervisory employee interviewed from the State 
Department of Education stated that "this program has 
accomplished more in one year than any other federally 
sponsored program that I have been involved with or heard 
about." He also felt that it is the most effective in- 



service training program for teachers that he has ever 
seen put into operation. 
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"At the beginning, I had my doubts 
about the methods and style of training 
the state team had decided upon to imple- 
ment the state drug education program. 
However, the effect has been so far- 
reaching. The trainers have reached 
educators, students ,aand community people 
from every local school district within 
the state. 

The need for training more teams is, 
however, a very real need. This need 
has been expressed by local teachers, 
school administrators, students, and 
community people. It is essential that 
we be able to respond to this need. Drug 
crisis centers, innovative drug education 
programs within the local elementary and 
secondary schools, hot lines, hundreds of 
people becoming personally involved in 
local community projects , a most 
effective in-service training program 
for teachers, kids becoming responsibly 
involved in community projects rather 
than using drugs, are just a few of the 
outgrowths of this program. How ’can 
we think of not continuing a program 
whose effect results in these types of 
activities?" 
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TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT 
OF THE TRAINING 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 73) 
Community (parent) : 

...I participated in this training 
session because when I was asked by the 
principal of the high school I thought it 
would be a great opportunity to learn 
more about drugs . I was most concerned 
about the drug issue but I had no idea 
what to do to help kids. I just hurt for 
the kids who were taking drugs that may 
eventually kill them in one way or 
another . 

I was very surprised at how the 
trainers taught us about drugs . We were 
taught factual information on the 
psychological and physiological effect 
of drugs, the legal aspects, sociological 
aspects, and the effect drugs have on the 
individual. This I thought at first was 
all I had to know, but that was easy to 
learn in comparison to that part of the 
training which forced us or helped us to 
get to know ourselves and each other. 

I was so surprised to discover how 
individuals from such different back- 
grounds had so much in common. We all 
cared for each other in such different 
ways; yet, it took awhile to learn just 
what role every person plays in his 
community. 

I learned things about myself that 
really changed me. This training has not 
only allowed me to feel that I am a very 
important part of my community because 
of what I now know I have to contribute 
to it, but it also has taught me to 
relate to my own husband and children 
in different ways. I am closer to them 
because I have learned how to listen, how 
to hear, how I can feel for them if I 
listen and really hear. 

Naturally, I always thought that I 
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could listen, but you know, I really 
couldn't because I know I didn't hear 
what they said a lot of times. I used to 
to just hear words. It's much easier 
to hear just words than it is to hear 
the feelings that are being expressed in 
those words. 

The lectures, the films, printed 
materials, the students' experiences, 
all provided me with factual information 
about drugs, but all the different group 
dynamic techniques used in the small 
groups really taught me how to relate to 
other people, how to listen, how to share, 
how to give and take to and from each 

other . 

The warm feelings of appreciation, 
and commitment to those people I am 
working with, to the team I'm a member 
of are so satisfying and supporting. 

On our team there are three students , 
a nurse, two teachers, and a school 
administrator. We have designed two, 

3-day workshops within our school 
district for students, teachers, and 
community people . We have reached over 
120 people. The trainers who trained 
me at the state workshop have come in to 
help me during our workshop. We also 
use doctors, lawyers, university 
professors, and consultants to help with 
the factual information. The indi- 
viduals our team has trained are doing 
other things and we help them. 

The whole thing is just unbelievable. 
If only there was more money for more 
training plus more support on the local 
level. I don't know how the director 
does all that she does... 
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Student : 

...I am really grateful to the person 
who asked me to participate in the state 
workshop. I don't know why the high 
school principal asked me because I don't 
use drugs or anything. I'm really kind 
of straight. But, I learned that kids 
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that use drugs have the same kind of 
problems I have. They just take drugs 
instead of doing some of the things I 
do. 



I guess I learned that I didn't 
take drugs just because no one has 
tried to tell me I should. My friends 
don't use drugs. We don't dress like 
the kids that take drugs either. But 
that really isn't a very good reason 
for not using drugs - just because I 
didn't have opportunity. 

Another thing that surprised me 
was that some kids who look real 
straight smoke grass and take acid, too. 
So many adults that I met admitted to 
taking diet pills, pep pills, sleeping 
pills or other things. 

If only we could have more workshops 
on the state level. My team has run a 
workshop here in this community but it 
wasn't as good as the state workshop. 

We really don't have the time to put 
into it with our jobs and family 
responsibility. I can work on a 
committee and help with one or two 
projects but to oversee the whole thing 
is just too much. 

We really need help. So many 
students here at the high school are 
turned on to helping each other and 
community people as well. If only we 
could be freed up and get more 
structured support. Some teams have 
done more than we have and I 'm happy 
for them and proud that they are but we 
have very real constraints and time 
problems here. 

This type of training would be in- 
valuable to teachers , but you need 
students and community people there. The 
state and federal government spend so 
much money on things that don't work. 

I don't know why they can't spend more 
money on things, like this, that do work. 






I used to think that drugs were 
really evil and now I know that it isn't 
the drug that is evil but the reason 
why the person uses the drug that is 
important. The whole thing is a matter 
- of degree. 

If it is the reason why the person 
uses the drug that is most important, 
then we have to learn how to relate to 
people, that is, to relate to those 
people using the drugs and people that 
don't use the drugs. People that don't 
use drugs can talk about what in life 
makes them high or happy and then people 
that do use the drugs maybe can learn 
about how to be high without the drugs. 

But, before we can do that, we have 
to know the facts about drugs, we have 
to know that it is a 'people problem' 
not a 'drug problem' and we have to 
learn how to relate to people. 

That is the reason why I am working 
so hard on our team. We were all trained 
together at the state workshop. Now we 
have to bring that information and 
experience back to our community. This 
isn't easy, especially when the teachers 
on the team have to teach all day, the 
nurse works all day, the team leader, 
who is a community person, works all day 
as a housewife, I go to school all day 
and the school administrator works all 
day. 



Do you believe we found a way? 

After we came back home we started 
planning how we could have two 3-day 
workshops . We really worked hard 
selecting people , getting them time out 
of their regular jobs, getting students 
out of school for 3 days, etc... but we 
did it. Now we have about 120 people 
in this community doing things. We are 
trying to set up a hot line, we got space 
for a drop-in center, some space at the 
hospital for treatment for kids starting 
recreational programs, and still trying 
to plan workshops. 

My own parents are involved. Our 
family has changed too. I don't fight 
with my mother like I used to. 
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I have so much responsibility now. 

I am really involved. It gets really 
hard with school and all, but now I 
know I want to go to college and learn 
more about how we can approach problems 

like this. 

It would be so much better if we had 
more time, more support, and more training 
on the state level. It would make it so 
much better for us on the community level. 
A lot of people here want more training. 

Me included... 



Student : 



...I know kids who have stopped using 
drugs as a result of the training session. 
It has helped a lot of people in their 
own personal lives, mine included... 



Teacher : 

...From this training I learned that 

there actually was a drug problem here 
in my community. I found the high school 
students, ones with long hair included, to 
be a lot smarter than I thought they were . 

At the beginning of the workshop, the 
first day or so, I thought that the 
students were belligerent and disrespectful, 
but in their apparent rebellion I found 
them to be very honest. Before this workshop 
I must admit that I was very unsympathetic, 
but my attitude toward youth, toward ray own 
community really changed. The change wiif» 
uncomfortable at first but now I'm getting 
used to it. It is a great feeling to 
understand a person. It takes time and 
effort but, after all, that I know what he 
or she is all about makes you feel good 
because you have respected them. 

The group dynamic techniques were 
really great tools to bring back to the 
classroom. They have really helped me 
in my classroom teaching. I teach English 
and I really use the small group discussions, 
the fish bowl, the talk behind your back and 
other techniques I learned at the Workshop... 
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LEVEL II ~ LOCAL DISTRICT TRAINING 



Program Description 

Trainers : Trainees of state training session 

(Level I) who were trained in teams 
composed of students, educators, and 
community people from local school 
districts throughout the state. 



Duration of Training : 3 days (40 hours) 

Participants : 

Students 35% 

Teachers (support personnel) 55% 

School administrators 5% 

Community professionals, non- 10% 

professionals (parents) 

Selection Criteria: 



The team members (trained on Level I) contacted 
high school principals and asked that teams be sent 
from each school to participate in a 3-day workshop. 
Each team was to be comprised of students, teachers, 
educational support personnel , school administrators, 
and community professionals and nonprofessionals. 

It was stated that those selected to attend the 
workshop be leaders or innovators within their 
representative institutions or have potential leader- 
ship ability. One-third to one-fourth of the team 
was to be made up of students. 
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Objectives ; 
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1) To disseminate factual information from 
a multidisciplinary perspective about 
drugs . 

2) To develop communication skills. 

3) To improve relationships between youth and 
adults . 

4) To form and train a team to function within 
each high school within the school district. 

Methods Used ; 

1) Lectures 

2) Films 

3) Group dynamic techniques 

4) Small group discussions 
Resource Personnel : 

In all communities the workshops were presented 
in either church or school facilities. This was a 
no cost item. Two or three state team members 
(trainers, Level I) attended each local school 
district workshop to serve as lecturers or process 
consultants. Some communities hired a director for 
the group dynamic techniques portion of the training. 

Lecturers from within the community donated 
their time to present factual information on the 

pharmaclolgical , physiological, and psycho-social aspects 
of drugs. Law enforcement personnel and lawyers were 
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also utilized to share their expertise in those 
respective fields. 



EVALUATION OF TEAMS 1 SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN REACHING TRAINING OBJECTIVES 



Subjects Interviewed : (see table, p. 73) 

Community (parent) : 

...I feel that the team was most 
successful in reaching our objectives. 

We modeled our workshop after the training 
session we attended on the state level . 

The most basic needs of teachers, 
students, and just regular community people 
are never met. In all of the years I have 
lived in this community, on one ever thought 
or tried to really help me out. I think 
that we helped everyone learn more about 
themselves and about each other. 

Besides giving the participants all the 
factual, accurate information about drugs, 
we also exposed them to methods which they 
could use to deal most effectively with the 
drug issue. All the knowledge in the world 
about any particular topic is useless if 
you don't know how to use that information 
in relation to yourself and others. 

This wasn't just my feeling. It was 
also the feeling of the trainees themselves, 
for we gave them evaluation forms that we 
asked them to fill out and most of the 
information they gave back to us was positive. 
Most of them said that they wished the work- 
shop had been longer and that they would like 
everyone to be able to participate in it - 
the whole community, that is, all students, 
teachers, and parents. I feel that this is 
a good indication of their needs and what 
they feel others needs are, as well... 

Student ? 

...The workshop was really better than 
I expected. I really had my doubts about 
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teachers I have had in school, my own 
friends, other kids who I didn't really 
know before, my vice principal, really 
being able to get into it. You know, into 
really sharing their opinions and ideas. 

I really know kids who were smoking 
grass a lot who have decided not to smoke 
grass anymore because of what they 
learned at the workshop . 

The thing that really makes me feel 
bad is that we can't give everyone in the 
school district a chance to have the same 
experience. There are so, so many hassles 
in setting up a program like we did and it 
takes so much time. It's really hard when 
everyone has to work full-time at other 
jobs . 



Maybe some day we will get a really 
turned on chief school officer who can 
organize a program like this for everyone. 
You know, drugs aren't that big of a problem. 
The problem really is that people don't 
communicate together enough. Some kids just 
get all down, lonesome, and then cop out on 
drugs. They smoke grass once or twice, get 
into a little bit of trouble and get more 
down. After that, they just do more drugs 
and really hurt themselves. But, see where 
it all starts? It all starts with not being 
able to communicate. 

We are going to run another workshop 
in a month or so. We have already started 
planning it. Some of the people who were 
in the last one are going to help us too... 



Teacher : 

...The program wasn't as good as the 
team and I had hoped. We had so many con- 
straints working against us. Due to the 
date we had to have it (because of the 
chief school officer's mandate) we were not 
able to get a consultant in to direct the 
group dynamic techniques portion of the 
program. Consequently, it was like a 
traditional learning situation which really 
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never did turn anyone on. Our trainees 
didn't get as personally involved. They 
were really kind of stiff. 

We gave them all of the factual 
information about drugs but that doesn't 
help them learn how to relate to the issue. 

If only we had been able to give 
them the same experience we had on the 
state level. I really can't see why there 
can't be a state team established who was 
free to come and do the training on the 
local school district level. I know that 
there isn't enough money, that the director 
is the only one paid, that it's better for 
each district to answer their own problem, 
but, then we should have the money to hire 
consultants and free time to organize a 
good training session. 

I feel really badly that we didn't do 
a better job. The trainees said they 
liked it, but they have no idea of how 
good it could have been had we had some 
time, some money, some support. 

It gets me really mad to think of all 
the things we waste money on and when there 
is so much potential for everyone in this 
program and no money to bring it to the 
people. Our teachers really need to learn 
about the different group dynamic techniques. 
Knowing how to use those techniques in the 
classroom makes such a different climate 
for the teacher and the students. 

Maybe next time around we can do 
better . . . 
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TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT 
OF THE TRAINING 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 73) 

Community (parent) : 

. . .The most valuable thing I learned 
from this workshop is that adults are really 
no different from kids. They do the same 
things as adults, for pretty much the same 
reason but the only difference is in the 
things they choose to do. Some choose to 
smoke grass once in awhile just as some 
adults choose to drink. The legal aspect 
is really a problem for the kids when 
looking at the drug issue. 

I used to get all defensive over the 
topic of drugs but there are so many other 
more important parts to people than just 
looking at drugs. If only we could get 
over that problem. You know, that is really 
when the real serious generation gap business 
started - when we started blaming kids for 
the drug problem. The drug problem has been 
here for an awfully long time and for me it 
doesn't exist any more. Now I see the whole 
drug issue as a people problem. 

If only there was more time, more work- 
shops for more people. I have told my 
husband and children all about the workshop. 

I would love it if they could go to one like 
it. 



Ever since I went through the workshop 
so many things are different for me. I really 
have learned to listen to my husband and 
children differently. Now I can talk to my 
high school kids about things they want to 
talk about and I want to talk about, but be- 
fore we just couldn't do it. Now we can. 

I learned so very much. 

Oh, and besides learning those things, 

I also learned a lot about drugs. I found 
out what drugs do to the body and I now feel 
that an awful lot of people are really 
hurting their bodies by taking all the drugs 
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they do take. Some of the teachers were 
really surprised to learn what the 
doctors told them about drugs they were 
taking. 

Now I am working on our school team 
running rap sessions for students after 
school. We also plan on doing a lot of 
other things ... 



Teacher : 



. . .We need many more programs of this 
type. It was really something to learn that 
teachers themselves have trouble communi- 
cating with each other. It was really 
something to see how well a lot of the 
students got on together in comparison to 
the teachers. 

It was just great seeing students, 
school administrators, the police, teachers, 
and parents all working on trying to really 
understand each other and learn real factual 
information together. I could hardly believe 
it. 



I have tried to use a lot of what I 
learned at the workshop in my classroom. It 
really works. I would like now to take some 
courses in group dynamics to learn more 
about how to use these techniques in the 
classroom. . . 



Teacher : 



...There is really a necessity to get 
people together. Our society just moves too 
fast to keep up with each other. This was 
the first time anybody ever gave me the 
opportunity to learn and relate what I felt 
to others at the same time. It was just 
great I 

After I went to the workshop I started 
working at a drop-in center here in our 
community. We are now planning a workshop 
at our school for other teachers and students. 
It's really too bad that more workshops 
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couldn’t be organized by people who didn't 
have so many other responsibilities. We 
find it really hard to get the time just 
to plan it - never mind get it off the 
ground, but we are really going to try... 



Community : 

. . .This was the greatest program I 
have ever attended. I have gone to a lot 
of lectures and stuff about drugs, but 
this was really something else. 

I work for the Recreational Department 
here in the city and I would love to get 
someone to put on something like this for 
our staff. 

I learned, of course, a lot about drugs, 
but I learned so much more than that. The 
people there were really beautiful. I never 
in my life got to meet so many great people 
so fast. We never seem to take time out for 
that in our busy day-to-day world. 

It would have been much better if it 
could have been a bit longer. It's hard to 
get so much in, in just three days. 

You know, I must say that some people 
didn't like it as much as I did. Some 
individuals felt that they didn't want to 
waste their time listening to and talking 
with kids, especially kids who use drugs. 

I could hardly believe this because some of 
these people were guidance counsellors. Well, 
I guess it takes all types to make a world... 



Student : 

... I thought the whole thing would be 
about how bad drugs are like everything 
else I've ever gone to that was about drugs. 

I really didn't want to go, but since the 
principal asked me, and I have gotten into 
trouble here at school because some said I 
smoked grass, I decided I had better go. 

I could hardly believe how good it was. Like 
the leaders or I don't know what to call them, 
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the people that ran the workshop, just told 
us the facts and let us talk. We had 
lectures and stuff but afterward we would 
always go into groups and discuss what we 
had learned. 

Some teachers really seemed like they 
were really together. They showed that they 
really cared about kids and stuff. Man, I 
really was surprised. 

I feel really bad for teachers who are 
also parents. They must find it real hard 
because the school kind of doesn't like 
teachers getting friendly with students and 
a lot of teachers want to. 

This was really a great thing. I wish 
all the teachers at my school could go. I 
bet if they taught us school stuff the way 
those people taught us about drugs, so many 
kids wouldn't quit school or flunk out. I 
heard one teacher say that he was really 
going to try to get to know his students 
better. That's really great. I got to know 
my English teacher in a real different way. 

I could hardly believe how nice he was. 

What a difference from school... 



Student : 

...I used to be really closed. I never 
dared talk to teachers or anyone that wasn't 
a real close friend. I could hardly believe 
that I told them about how I had smoked grass. 
No one in my group acted shocked or anything . 
They just talked with me about it. 

I have not touched grass since I went to 
the workshop. I feel so much better, I 
really don't need drugs anymore. I used to 
think that smoking with the guys was really 
cool but now I realize I did it just for that 
reason. What a stupid thing. 

Now I don't even want to drink. I can 
get all kinds of good feelings from just 
grooving on people - all kinds of people. 

I don't think that they are going to have 
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any more workshops. That is really a bad 
thing because a lot of guys and chicks 
really want to go. This would be great 
for everyone. Drugs really can be a 
bummer ... 



Student : 

...I learned not to shut off teachers 
and old people like I used to. I thought 
most of them were a bunch of duds . You 
know, drugs are really a crutch, that is, 
if you get into them heavy like, when your 
head or your body tells you you need them. 
That is really a bad scene. But, grooving 
on people can really be a heavy beautiful 
scene. This may sound stupid, but this 
thing really changed the way I look at 
other people - that's heavy... 



LEVEL III - LOCAL COMMUNITY TRAINING 
Formats for training on this level varied from one 
community to another throughout the state . The following 
program description is merely one example of the type 
of training sessions that occurred. 



Program Description 

Trainers: Trainees of local district training 



Duration of Training : Two day training session at 
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the high school 



Participants : 



Students 



40 



Teachers 



50 



Parents 



20 



Total 110 
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Selection Criteria : 

Students that wanted to go could sign up. 

Only 40 could go so not everyone had a chance. 
Parents were invited and all the teachers had to go. 
Objectives : 

1) To teach people about drugs. 

2) To discover alternatives to using drugs. 

3) To learn how to communicate with other 

people . 

Methods : 

1) Lectures 

2) Films 

3) Small group discussions 
Resource Personnel : 

A doctor, lawyer, and policeman from the 
community were invited to lecture. A school 
psychologist from another community, a state team 
member (Level I) , and two of the local district 
team members (Level II) acted as consultants. The 
school facilities were used to house the workshop. 

TRAINER'S JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES 

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 73) 

Teacher : 

...It was not as good as the one on the local 
district level that I went to, but we only had two 

293 



days; It's hard to fit everything in, in two 
days. But, since more students want to go and 
the teachers seemed interested, I think we 
should try it again. It is so much work and 
there are so many problems to get it organized 
and off the ground. 

If only there was someone who could be 
freed up to plan these things. We really ne*id 
them. . . 

Student : 

...It was o.k. We don't know how to do 
it like it should be done, It's almost 
impossible. We worked so hard and it wasn't 
one-half as good as the one I went to. They 
say the state one was even better than the one 
I went to. 

I really wish I could be next at the state 
team. Everyone needs this so much - not just 
for drugs, but everything... 



TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT 
OF THF TRAINING 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 73) 

Student : 

...It's more important to try to 
prevent drug abuse than it is to try to 
stop it after it starts. 

It was so good to have teachers and 
community learning with us. It is really 
important to trust those on all levels with 
different jobs, different clothes, and of 
different ages. 

I learned a few facts, but those aren't 
as important as learning from the people 
there. The greatest thing I learned was to 
relate to teachers and kids that aren't like 
me. I never really talked to those people 
before. 
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Now some kids and teachers want to set 
up a rap center in the cafeteria after school. 
The principal said we could and I am going to 
work with them. It should be real good... 



Teacher : 

...I think this program just scratched the 
surface . There is a lot more in this area that 
has to be done. 

The thing that surprised me most was how 
involved the students became in the discussions. 
The teachers have a lot more difficulty in 
relating than they do. Naturally some teachers 
felt that the discussions were superficial, but 
some teachers are superficial. That will always 
be the case. 

I am going to work on the rap center project. 
Maybe next fall we can really get a good program 
going. That is, if we can get the support we 
need. . . 
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OBSERVATIONS OF INTERVIEWER 



The state coordinator in Delaware felt that the 
major task confronting her at the time of the interview 
was trying to utilize the energy and expertise of all 
the participants of the state and local district 
training sessions . What was apparently needed was 
further training in organizational development techniques, 
i.e., how do you develop local structures that are 
flexible yet coordinated well enough to be able to 
accommodate the energy of all trainees? 

Energy, commitment, and expertise were qualities 
exhibited by the interviewees in most communities visited 
yet, substructures to accommodate the channeling of this 
6nsc9y had not yet evolved. It was feared that if .a sub 
structure was not sufficiently systematized, indi- 
viduals would become distracted and lose sight of their 
task . 

Through follow-up sessions on both the state and 
local levels, the coordinator hoped to overcome some of 
the present difficulties. She also hoped that training 
xii organizational development techniques would soon be 
provided for trainees on both of these levels. 
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DESCRIPTION OF FLORIDA PROGRAM DESIGN MAP 



From the Florida Program Design Map we can see that the 
state team trained at the University of Wisconsin National 
Training Center returned to the state to run the Level I State 
Training Conference. The participants of the state conference 
were the regional coordinators (Level II) and the county co- 
ordinators (Level III). These regional coordinators, in most 
instances, attended both the state and regional training sessions. 

Level IV training came about as an outgrowth of the 
county training sessions . Two Level IV formats for training 
were identified in two of the communities visited. 
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PROGRAM PREPARATION 

The State Department of Education hired a director 
for the state drug education program in the late spring of 
1970. The State Department selected the director, along with 
nine other individuals from various regions within the state, 
representing youth, educators, school administrators, and other 
professionals to attend a one-month , live-in National Drug 
Education Training Center held at the University of Wisconsin 
during the summer of 1970. 

Upon returning from the National Training Center, this 
state leadership team began to plan for the state conference 
which would take, place on September 16, 17, 18, 1970. Regional 
coordinators from the university system were identified to 
attend this conference. These university personnel would 
serve as regional coordinators for the state drug education 
program. 

County coordinators were also selected by school 
administrators in the various counties throughout the state. 
These regional and courty coordinators, along with other com- 
munity professionals, attended this state conference in order 
to become familiar with the drug education program design 
decided upon by the State Department of Education and the 
state leadership team. 
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LEVEL ft ~ NATIONAL TRAINING CENTERS 
Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 106) 



LEVEL I - STATE TRAINING CONFERENCE 



Program Discription 

Trainers : State Leadership Team trained at Wisconsin 

National Training Center. 

Duration of Training : Three-day live-in training session 

September 16, 17, 18 



Participants : 



Students 


10% 


Teachers 


60% 


Community 


30% 



Selection Criteria : 

Each region was asked to appoint a regional coordinator 
who was employed at a local university. Supervisory 
county administrators within the regions were then asked 
to select county coordinators who would be trained on 
the state level to coordinate local drug education programs. 

These regional and county coordinators were in turn 
asked to identify qualified professionals or nonprofes- 
sionals within the local communities who would contribute 
as participants at the state conference. Individuals 
representing law enforcement personnel, doctors, clergy, 
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social service professionals, and other community 
representatives identified on the local level made 
up the community component of the state conference. 
Consequently, a wide range of interested, professionally 
qualified individuals from various counties throughout 
the state were brought together at the state conference. 
Objectives : 

1) To give the participants a broad picture of the 
drug scene, including the physiological, psycho- 
logical, legal, sociological, and pharmacological 
implications of drug use. 

2) To involve school personnel in complying with the 
emergency School Board of Education regulations 
embodied in the law passed that all students, 
K-12, be exposed to drug education materials. 

3) To carry out a program of awareness of the drug 
scene throughout the state. 

4) To help the participants design a systematic 
approach to effective dissemination of drug 
related materials . 

Methods Used : 

1) Lectures 

2) Panel discussions - question and answer period 

3) Audio-visual materials 

4 ) Group interaction 
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Resource Personnel : 

Consultants were hired to present lectures on the 
pharamacological , physiological , psychological , legal , 
and sociological aspects of drug use. Ex-addicts, 
students, and drug-users were also invited to present a 
panel discussion. 

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES 

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 10 6) 

The director of the state program felt that the team was 
quite successful in reaching its overall objectives. He 
felt that the major factor affecting this success was a bill 
passed by the state legislature which mandated that all school 
systems within the State of Florida design and implement a 
drug education program for all students from kindergarten through 
the 12th grade. Consequently, county school systems viewed the 
director of the program from the State Department of Education 
as a facilitator in assisting them to achieve the objective 
mandated by the legislature. 

The director also felt that the state leadership team 
had grown considerably since the initial state training 
sessions. 

. . .Not enough emphasis was placed on the 
humanistic approach. We didn't provide 
the trainees of the state conference with 
enough information in this area to have 
it filter down to the local level. However, 
we are now emphasizing this in our local 
county training sessions . . . 




Most of the small group discussions were centered 
around the task of designing regional and county training 
sessions. Regional coordinators got together to design their 
programs and so too did the county coordinators, along with 
other professional people from respective geographic areas . 

A problem identified by the director was that some of 
the state leadership team, resource people contracted to 
make presentations at the state conference were not as we 11- 
qualififed as had been anticipated. This statement was made 
specifically in reference to the panel of ex-addicts. It 
was felt that they did not serve the function they were 
expected to serve. Trainees verbalized many negative reactions 
to their presentations. The director felt that these indivi- 
duals should have been more thoroughly screened prior to their 
presentation. 

He also felt that much fragmentation was evident at the 
commencement of the state conference. Regional and county 
coordinators seemed to be going in different directions, i.e., 
everyone seemed to feel that their approach to the training of 
educational personnel was most effective. However, as the 
conference continued, this fragmentation became less noticeable. 
Through the interaction and sharing of common experiences , the 
polarization decreased and a common philosophical approach to 
the task at hand began to emerge. 

The director felt that the consultants invited to pre- 
sent lectures on factual information about drugs were very 
effective. 
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Doctors, lawyers, law enforcement personnel, clergy, com- 
munity people, social service agency personnel, drug users, 
and ex-drug addicts all played a part in the program. Their 
expertise was shared and much appreciated by the participants. 

Another state leadership team member interviewed seemed 
to have a most divergent opinion of the effect of the State 
Drug Education Program. This team member also attended the 
National Training Center. He felt that the State Department 
of Education had already designed the program which would be 
implemented within the state and that much of the effort 
expended by the state team members during the summer at Wiscon- 
sin was really in vain. In a sense, he felt that any input he 
had to contribute would only be accepted if it had already 
been incorporated in the original design; other ideas would 
be rejected. 

... I think that the people selected to go to Wisconsin 
were individuals who had political contacts within the State 
Department rather than those truly interested or involved in 
the drug scene. I felt that whoever had control of the whole 
thing choose the easy way out rather than the most effective 
way. 



I haven't seen anything done on the county level except 
passing out packets of information on drugs to teachers. No 
one needs to design a whole program for that. 

Students were involved at the state conference , but 
only eleven of us out of ahout 150, and we really didn't have 
a role to perform. I thirJc it was merely tokenism. We were 
there simply because that is the in-thing for state departments, 
colleges, etc., to do. Involve students in planning - big deal. 
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Students can only offer suggestions and help out if they 
are looked at as an important part of the whole. I kind 
of felt I was there for a show. 

When I think that the federal government spent money 
for me to go to Wisconsin for one month! I'm on the State 
Leadership Team and I have never been asked to contribute 
anything at the regional or county conferences. It seems 
like a waste of money to me. I appreciated what I learned, 
but no one asked me to use what I have learned to help other 
kids . 

I think the state program could have been much better. 
I was really willing to do my share, but no one seemed to 
want to hear what I thought or what I had to say. 

I learned an awful lot through this experience and I'm 
sure this program is doing some good , but I as I said , it 
could have helped a lot more kids, teachers, and community 
people . . . 



TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING 



Subjects Interviewed : (See table, p.106) 

University Personnel : 

...I didn't perceive the state conference to be any 
type of training session. I and most other participants : 

went to the conference merely to share ideas about how 
to function as regional coordinators. 

My function was a very simple one to perform. I 
merely had to organize one regional conference. All i 

of the regional coordinators did hold a conference and 
that was all that was expected of us. 

I really didn't learn anything that I didn't already 
know before the state conference. We just heard lectures £ 

about drugs from different points view. Just like any 
other conference one attends , some lecturers were better 'j 

than others. h 
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I didn't think it was really necessary that we 
attend all of the lectures. We aren't the ones that 
should know what drugs do to the body and the mind. 

It's the kids that have to learn that. They are the 
ones using the drugs. 

One part of the conference that I really thought 
was useless was the panel of ex-addicts . They weren't 
honest or real. I would never want kids to hear what 
they had to say. 

I feel that this program has been very effective in 
helping teachers to get factual information about drugs 
to students. That is what it is all about... 

School Administrator ; 

...I thought that this program was really very good. 

It is so important that we get information to teachers 
so that they can begin to deal with the drug issue as 
it comes up in various communities. 

The lecturers were excellent and I learned much about 
drugs that I had not yet had the opportunity to learn. 

It was good to meet people who were willing to work 
together to plan regional and county conferences. I 
worked on the county conference that we had here. I 
also participated in the regional conference. The 
regional conference held at the university was modeled 
after the state conference. 

I must say though , that I feel more emphasis should 
have been placed on the reasons why kids use drugs. The 
approach at the regional conference was very cut and dry. 

I think they really simplified the problem too much. 

It's really much more complicated than they think. I 
don't think that factual information is the answer. 

We keep saying that we need to involve students , but 
I have yet to be part of an organized program where students 
are really involved in designing it. This bothers me. 

Even in the drug program I conducted for teachers, I 
didn't involve students. I must admit that I didn't 
know how to involve them in a way the teachers would 
accept. Maybe we can learn through this program... 
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Teacher : 

...I thought the state conference was really excellent. 
We looked at all aspects of the drug issue and that is the 
only way it can be looked at. I feel that the lectures 
were the best part of the program. All of the speakers 
were well qualified and presented the facts. Most of 
them refrained from giving their own opinions and that 
is the way it should be. 

The group discussions were good, but I think that each 
county must design programs to fit their own needs. For 
example, in our county we can't possible start drug pro- 
grams for students and our community people until our 
teachers are educated. We must have teacher in-service 
training programs throughout the county before we can 
begin to educate the students. 

As I said, I thought the program was excellent and 
I am now running programs for teachers, making certain 
that they receive the same range of complete of factual 
information. . . 

School Administrator : 

...I thought that the state conference was excellent. 

I learned how to administer a drug education program in 
our county. I am going to see to it that every teacher 
gets a packet of material on drug education programs so 
that we can insure that every student in our county gets 
the facts about drugs . 

This has been mandated by the state legislature and 
the state conference was an excellent opportunity to 
learn where I could get information to disseminate to all 
the teachers and they in turn to the students. At this 
point in time, drugs have not reached our community so 
this will be truly preventative education... 

University Personnel : 

...I didn't look at this conference as a training 
session. I feel that the major purpose of the conference 
was to inform the regional and county coordinators of 
the intentions of the director of the State Drug Educa- 
tion Program. The format which was used during the 
3-day conference is the one we, as coordinators in 
various regions, were to also utilize. 
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I felt that the students who participated in the 
conference were not utilized as they could or should 
have been. I thought this portion of the program was 
very poorly organized. 

It was mentioned by various speakers that there 
were hopes that this program would meet some of the 
unmet needs of our students and community people. 

However, I don't feel that anything was modeled at the 
state conference that would facilitate the achievement 
of this objective. It may be that accidentally this 
objective will be met in some counties, but I don't 
feel that any structured portion of the design aims 
toward this . 

I would recommend that more students and grass roots 
people be involved in meaningful ways. For this type 
of program these two components are essential... 



LEVEL II REGIONAL TRAINING SESSIONS 
Program Description 

Trainers : Trainees of State Conference 

Duration of Training ; 2 to 3 day Training Sessions 

Participants : 

Students 15% 

Teachers 85% 

Selection Criteria: Teachers and students were identified 

by school administrators within the various counties . 
throughout each region. 

Objectives : 

1) To give the participants factual information on 
the pharmacological, physiological, legal, socio- 
logical, and psychological aspects of drug use. 
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2) To make the participants aware of the drug problem 
in the state and in local communities. 

3) To teach the participants that the drug problem 
is only a symptom of a larger problem. 

4) To make the participants aware of the role of the 
school in combating the drug problem. 

Methods : 

1) Lectures 

2) Audio-visuals (tapes, transparencies, films) 

3) Resource materials (books and pamphlets) 

Resource Personnel and Materials : 

Guest lecturers from various disciplines were invited 
to make formal presentations to the trainees. Resource 
materials were also provided for all participants. 

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES 



Training Objectives 

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p.106) 

Regional Coordinator : 

...I really don't feel that I was successful in achieving 
what I feel needs to be done. I merely designed a pro- 
gram after the format of the state conference. The 
participants represented those categories suggested by 
the director of the state program. 

I feel that I could have designed and directed a 
much more effective program had I had the option to 
deviate from the structure imposed upon me. 
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The State Leadership Team isn't very effective 
merely because they don't seem to be cognizant of or 
aware of what doesn't work. I think that if we know 
what doesn't work, we can look for new ways of pre- 
senting information. 

On the whole, I have been most disappointed in the 
state program. I don't think our efforts are even 
scratching the surface... 

Regional Coordinator : 

...As the regional coordinator, it was my responsi- 
bility to see that the county coordinators did provide 
factual information for teachers within their respective 
counties. This program was very well organized and 
easy to administer. You see, my role was one of admini- 
strator. I was responsible for reporting to the director 
of the state program. 

I am the regional coordinator for eleven counties . 
Each county has reported to have done something within 
their county. 

What is important is that all the students throughout 
the state get factual information about drugs so they 
will learn how dangerous these drugs are. I listened to 
a student at the conference who said he smoked marijuana. 
His reasons for doing it didn't make any sense at all. 

If we can stop kids like him, we will be doing our job... 



TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING 
Subjects Interviewed (See table, p.106 ) 

Guidance Counselor : 

...The regional conference was not really a training 
as such. We heard different speakers talk about the 
drug scene , about the physiological , psychological , and 
legal aspects of drugs. They presented us with all sorts 
of materials and factual information and told us that we 
were responsible to bring this information back to 
teachers and students. However, they didn't tell us how 
to do it. 
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They told us not to just lecture to the students, 
but that is all most teachers know how to do. Just 
telling them not to do that doesn't teach them how to 
do something differently. 

If the program was to give us factual information 
about drugs, then it was quite successful. But I under- 
stood that it was to do more than that and I don't think 
it did. . . 

School Administrator ; 

...I thought that the regional conference was excel- 
lent. I learned a lot of factual information about drugs 
from many perspectives. The consultants were very well 
selected, for they presented the information in a most 
acceptable way. It was so good that students, community 
people, teachers, and school administrators were all 
working together . 

The best part of the program was the scheduling of 
time, for people from the same counties got together to 
plan what they could do back in their own communities . 

We are very fortunate because in our county we really 
don't have a drug problem. Consequently, drug education 
will truly be a form of prevention. It's so good that 
we are doing something about it before it starts... 

Teacher ; 

...I am really happy that I had the opportunity to 
participate in the regional conference. However, I 
think it might have been better had more students been 
involved in the program. Only about 10% of the people 
there were students. In a sense, they didn't really have 
a chance to get their ideas across when we were in small 
groups . 

The lecturers were really great. Most of our time 
was spent listening to the lectures and then we were in 
groups to plan what we would do when we got back to 
our own counties. 

Another thing that really disturbed me about the con- 
ference was the lecturers kept telling us that we are 
not supposed to lecture about drug information to students 
and we shouldn't just give them material to read, but 
that is what they did to us. If they had told us a dif- 
ferent way to present this information, maybe we could 
have gone back to our classrooms to do it. They told 
us not to do just what they were doing. 
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When we were in the planning sessions or the small 
groups talking about what we would like to do when we 
got back to our counties, a lot of good ideas came out. 
But we didn't have enough time to plan and we haven't 
gotten together since the conference. 

I don't know what has been done in the area of drug 
education anywhere but in my own school. I ran a 1% 
hour session for the teachers and I've also presented 
information to my own students. But, we had talked about 
so many other great things that I don't think ever took 
place . . . 



LEVEL III COUNTY TRAINING SESSIONS 
Program Description 

County training sessions took place in most counties , 
but I learned that in each county the form of training de- 
viated considerably from the design of the state conference. 

Most of the participants that I interviewed participated in 
sessions for teachers only and the same was true for students. 
Consequently, the objectives and methods for each training 
session in each county differed considerably. 

Trainers : County Coordinator 

Duration of Training : 5-hour In-Service Training Sessions. 

Participants : 35 teachers 

Selection Criteria ; Mandatory 

Objectives : 

1) to learn factual information about drugs 

2) to recognize our responsibility as teachers to 
teach students about drugs 

3) to provide us with materials to read and pass out 
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Methods Used ; 

1) Lectures 

2) Films 

3) Resource materials, audiovisual aids 

4) Small and large group discussions 
Resource Personnel ; 

Experts representing various disciplines which are 
related to the drug issue were invited to make formal 
presentations. An administrator from the county admin- 
istrative office also spoke on the county's commitment 
to drug education within the schools. 
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TRAINEES ' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING 



i Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 10£) 

i 

Teacher : 

! ...It was really just another in-service training 

program. Drugs are really a serious problem in every 
community and I think that it is a shame that we don't 
j deal with it any more thoroughly than we did. 

I think that we should close down the schools for 
l a week and get experts from every drug related field, 

(. ex-drug addicts, drug users, students, parents, school 

administrators, and everyone working together to see 
there isn't some way we can help people with drug problems. 

f 

I have known students who have been seriously hurt 
by drugs and nothing that I learned in that in-service 
i training session would have helped me to deal with 

those types of students more effectively. All the factual 
information in the world can't help me do that. It 
takes interaction... 
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LEVEL III 



Program Description 

Trainers : County Coordinator 

Duration of Training : 20 hours 

Participants : 

Teachers 

Guidance Counselors 

Selection Criteria : Attendance mandatory 

Objectives : 

1) To give the participants an awareness of the 
pharmacological, physiological, psychological, 
sociological aspects of drugs. 

2) To give the participants an awareness of the 
problem in the state. 

3) To let the participants know that drugs are just 
a symptom of the problem. 

4) To give the participants an awareness of the 
resource materials available within the school 
and community. 

5) To retrain the participants in the techniques of 
the value approach to teaching. 

6) To give the particpants some alternative solutions 
to the problem of dealing with the problems of the 
drug user. 
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Methods Used 



1) Lectures 

2) Audiovisuals (tapes, films transparencies) 

3> Resource materials (books, pamphlets, etc,.) 

4) Discussion groups 

Resources : 

Resource materials were provided to the participants 
for distribution to students. 

T RAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES 

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p.106) 

Teacher : 

As a trainer, the teacher felt that all the objectives 
had been successfully met. She attributed this success 
to the level of involvement the participants exhibited 
. and the loose structure the course design was modeled on. 
Flexibility was built into the design to allow for alter- 
native approaches to the presentation of drug education 
in classroom situations. 

She felt that the participants were sensitive to the 
drug problem in their communities, and that this sensi- 
tivity would in turn facilitate student receptivity. 
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TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING 
Subjects Interviewed (See table, p.106) 

Guidance Counselor : 

...I learned the actual facts about how the drugs 
work on the mind and the body. I also learned how little 
many of the experts in the drug field know. This training 
taught me how to present alternative approaches to drug 
education to the teachers in my own high school. I 
didn't learn, however, how to put it across to the students 
as well as I would have liked. 

I learned that even though students are guite knowl- 
edgable about drug facts, they also have a considerable 
amount of misinformation that must be corrected. I think 
that this is why a lot of innocent kids get hurt by drugs. 
They just don't know how complicated the whole issue is. 
This again emphasizes how important it is for teachers 
to have the proper information about drugs as well as a 
healthy attitude toward the whole issue. Many teachers 
who know the factual information can't get it across to 
kids because they either confuse the whole issue with 
morality or they just can't relate to kids on their 
level . . . 

Teacher : 



...I am really pleased that I attended the in-service 
training sessions. The woman that taught the course was 
really great. She emphasized the importance of not 
looking at the drug issue as a moral one and that if we 
want to help kids with problems, we have to accept the 
fact that they do have a problem. 

A lot of kids who have problems don't use drugs and I 
guess teachers tend to treat kids who they think use drugs 
different from those who we know don't use drugs. 

I thought the program was really great and I have 
taught some of my students what I learned. I plan on 
doing a lot more as well... 
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LEVEL IV ~ DRUG EDUCATION WITHIN A HIGH SCHOOL 
Program Description 

One of the trainees interviewed directed a preventive 
drug education program which was presented to the 9 th and 
10th grade students. Nine hundred of them were taking science 
and biology courses. The teachers were also invited to attend. 
Trainer: trained at County Training Sessions by 

County Coordinator 
Participants : 

Students 900 

Teachers 20 (approximately) 

Selection Criteria : 

The program was mandatory for all 9th and 10th 
graders taking science courses and optional for teachers. 
The teachers teaching the science courses were to run 
discussion groups in their classrooms following the one 
hour formal presentations . 

Objectives : 

1) to teach factual information about drugs from a 
miltidisciplinary perspective 

2) to develop decision-making skills in the students 

3) to change attitudes about drugs in our society 

4) to make participants aware of the drug-oriented 
society we live in. 
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Methods Used: 



1) 


Lectures 


2) 


Films, tapes 


3) 


Panel discussions 


4) 


Rap sessions 


5) 


Class discussions 


Resources : 



People knowledgeable and experienced in the drug 
field were identified to be used as lecturers and as 
panel discussion leaders. A police officer, a former 
teen-age addict, convicts from a local correctional 
institution, and taped interviews with addicts were 
components of the overall program. 



TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p.106) 

Teacher : 

...I fe61 very good about the program and about the 
students reactions to it. Of course, if I did it again 
it would be done a little differently, but this is the 
first time I've ever directed an activity of such magnitude. 

I do wish that I had received more faculty support. 

If more teachers here had been involved in the teacher 
in-service training program I took part in, I'm certain 
that I would have had more support. However, I must say 
that the kids were great and really helped me out... 
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TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. lod 
Student ; 

...It was really great to have teachers and students 
learning together at the same time. The best part of the 
whole thing were the discussions we had in class with the 
teacher after we saw a movie, heard speakers, or something. 
We all had a chance to talk about what we thought. 

It would have been better if there had been more 
teachers. Sometimes in the lecture hall you felt like 
you were being watched or something. It would have 
been good if the teachers, all the teachers, just sat 
down with us and listened. 

The part I like most was when the kids and convicts 
talked to us. They had all used drugs and they told us 
how they got in trouble and stuff. I felt really badly 
for them but now they are trying to get better. It's 
too bad those guys have to stay in jail so long. 

The best way to learn the stuff was to go to the 
lecture and then go back to class and discuss everything. 
Kids really have a lot of different feelings, teachers 
too, and it's good to hear all that... 

Student : 

...I really learned a lot of things I didn't know be- 
fore about drugs. You know, a few years ago I smoked 
some grass with my brother. He's about three years older 
than me. He said that nothing would happen. I smoked it 
with- him a few times after that. Like, I did it just a few 
months ago. Well man, if you get caught you can really go 
to jail. Some guys came here to talk with us and they 
were in jail for just doing that. Man, it really isn't 
worth it. 

In class we had three neat rap sessions after people 
told us stuff. Those discussions were great because you 
could talk about anything. My teacher really didn't mad 
or anything. We just said how we felt. It would be great 
if we could do that in other classes. I know you couldn't 
do it all the time, but when you really want to know 
something or say something you think is important, it 
would be great if we just could - like we did about drugs. 



323 



128 . 



There are a lot things we could learn about in 
school if they would let us. Like about college, God, 
sports, and stuff. You know, those things you think 
about and wish you know about... 

Student: 

...I thought this thing about drugs was far out. 
Everyone should know about drugs. There are so many 
drugs people take all the time. Even the ones TV says 
are good can really be bad. It's not only the ones 
that you can go to jail for that are bad. 

The teachers liked it too. But you could tell that 
some teachers just wanted to know if we took drugs. 

That kind of spoilt it. Not all teachers were like that. 
Some teachers love to rat on you. You know what I mean. 

I've told my parents about this and they read about 
it in the paper too. There was a big story on what the 
guidance counselor did. She is really a neat teacher. 

All the kids really like her. We kind of helped her 
out at the beginning. 

Man, if all teachers were like her, no one would do 
the crazy things they do like drugs and stuff... 
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FLORIDA 

THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS 
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Level II 


Level III 
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THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS (continued) 



Level I 



Level II 

3) To teach the partici- 
pants that the drug pro- 
blem is only a symptom of 
a larger problem. 



Level III 



3) To provide teachers 
with materials to read 
and pass out to 
students . 

5) To re-train the 
participants in the 
techniques of the value 
approach to teaching. 

6) To give the partici- 
pants some alternative 
solutions to the pro- 
blems of dealing with 
the problems of the 
drug user. 
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OBSERVATIONS OF INTERVIEWER 

The State Department of Education in Florida did send 
a team to be trained at the Wisconsin National Training Center. 
It was reported in the anecdotal data that the director had 
already designed the program prior to the training of the 
ten-man team. This seemed to discourage some teams from 
sharing as many ideas as they would have liked , due to the 
fact that they didn't feel they would be openly accepted. 

The regional coordinators chosen to direct the regional 
training sessions were all university professors. They 
perceived their role as administrators as did the county 
coordinators. They felt they were primarily responsible to 
report to the State Department of Education what was being 
done within their respective areas. It did not seem evident 
that they perceived themselves as change agents, innovators, 
or organizers of programs . Their role was primarily that of 
administrators who would record activities and respond to needs 
by assigning tasks. This apparently narrow definition of role 
seemed to stagnate the involvement and encouragement of those 
teachers and other community professionals reporting to these 
administrators . 

Florida reported that they trained individuals in teams , 
but none of the individuals interviewed reported that he or 
she was a member of a team. They seemed to be divided into 
training groups merely by geographic location. There was no 
evidence of anyone functioning as a member of a team. 
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It was reported that groups of individuals apparently 
ran workshops. However, these individuals were identified 
by a description of a role and/or definition of a function 
performed . 

Further training in the area of the team approach, 
group process techniques and organizational development skills, 
is essential if the program design includes by definition the 
use of teams to accomplish the stated objectives. 

There was lack of adequate time for feedback - for 
learning from experience. The entire design was implemented 
too rapidly. Everything seemed to happen at once, e.g., all 
regional training sessions took place between October 14, 1970 
and November 20, 1970. There seemed to be little or no time - 
for regional directors to share problems, innovations, suc- 
cesses, etc. There should be time for digestion of information, 
sharing of experiences, concerns, and successes. 

In a few communities visited, some exciting programs were 
being conducted on the junior high and high school levels. 
However, too many 1 to 3 hour one-way informational lectures 
were presented to large groups of students, literally hundreds 
at a time, to convince me that the overall program design could 
be achieving its objective of "providing the participants with 
a broad picture of the drug scene, including the physiological, 
psychological, legal, sociological, and pharmacological impli- 
cations of drug use." 
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THE MULTIPLIER PROCESS IN THE STATE OF 
GEORGIA 



i; 

j: Dates of Interview Visits: 

May 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 
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DESCRIPTION OF GEORGIA PROGRAM DESIGN MAP 



The Advisory Council Members on Level 0 , as seen 
in the Program Design Map, were the trainers of the state 
conference. The state conference. Level I, was designed 
to train university professors and these fifteen uni- 
versity professors, or the members of the state leader- 
ship team, then designed university graduate courses 
which were given at local universities throughout the 
state. Those individuals who took these courses were the 
participants of Level II, regional training sessions. 

Level III, or school district training, was directed 
by the trainees of the regional training sessions. Level II. 
As will be learned through reading the reported data, the 
formats for training on Level III varied from one 
community to another throughout the State . 
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RELATIONSHIPS OF SUBJECTS INTERVIEWED 
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PROGRAM PREPARATION 

In the summer of 1970 after the director of the 
| State Drug Education Program had been appointed, it was 

decided by the director and other personnel of the State 
L Department of Education that a team would not be sent to 

j" be trained at any of the four National Drug Education 

Training Centers. 

| An advisory council was formed by the director of 

the state program which was comprised of individuals who 
would represent all of the state agencies presently in- 
j. volved in dealing with the drug dilemma within the state. 

This interagency advisory council defined the objectives 
j for the state conference which was the initial training 

session for the State Drug Education Training Program. 

1 

1 

( LEVEL I - STATE CONFERENCE FOR STATE 

LEADERSHIP TEAM 




i: 

1 1 : 

ERJC. | 



Program Description 

Trainers ; Advisory Council (director) 

Duration of Training : 8-day live-in 

Participants : 15 university professors - State 

Leadership Team. 

Selection Criteria 

The state coordinator sent a letter to the deans 
of all colleges in the state asking them to identify 
possible trainees. All trainees were to have been 

3.33 




involved in the drug scene in some way. There was 
only one college that did not send a representative. 
Objectives : 

1) To make varied college professors more 
knowledgeable about the total drug scene 
from a multidisciplinary approach. 

2) To disseminate factual information in 
sociology, psychology, pharmacology, ed- 
ucation, health, law, penology, and the 
community drug-related subculture. 

3) To develop an awareness of the nature of the 
problem in Georgia - project the scene as it 
is - a proper perspective of Georgia's own 
scene. 

4) To acquaint the college professors with 
techniques to use to work with and toward the 
solution of problems - rap sessions, dealing 
with drug abuse on the local level, philo- 
sophical approach to education. 

5) To explain to the professors the total plan 

for Georgia; to make them familiar with the 
resources available within the state: State 

Department of Education, local and state inter- 
related drug agencies, preventive treatment, 
rehabilitation. 
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Methods Used : 

1) Lectures 

2) Group interaction 

3) On-site visit 

4) Resource materials - evaluation of curriculum 
materials such as films, tapes, pamphlets, etc. 

Resource Personnel : 

Lectures and other forms of appropriate presen- 
tations were given by lawyers, law enforcement 
personnel, doctors, educators, former drug addicts, 
and individuals involved in the youth subculture . These 
consultants were available for informal discussion 
following their presentations. 



TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES 

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 136) 

A member of the advisory council felt that the council 
was successful in reaching its overall objectives. He felt 
that one objective which they fell short of achieving was 
that of exposing the participants to innovative teaching 
techniques that could be utilized on the regional level. Due 
to the fact that a consultant skilled in the area of group 
dynamic techniques was not hired, the trainees were not ex- 
posed to a resource that would have facilitated the achieve- 
ment of this objective. 
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Again, the major emphasis of the training was the 
dissemination of factual information from a multidisci- 
plinary perspective as well as the development of a realistic 
awareness of the drug subculture and its components as can be 
seen within the state. 

The state director believed that a problem developed 
from the selection that was made of the university professors 
who were the trainees at the state conference. Three of the 
fifteen professors trained did not return to their regions 
to conduct further training sessions. The reasons given 
were either that the professor himself felt inadequate to do 
so or that the advisory council did not feel that the indi- 
vidual professor's attitude toward the training he had 
received would be conducive to the achievement of the state 
program's overall objective. This objective was to provide 
teachers, students, and community people with the tools to 
deal effectively with the drug dilemma as it relates to 
individuals as well as the total community. 

TRAINEES ' PERCEPTIONS OP THE EFFECT 

Of the! Training 

Subjects Interviewed. (See table, p. 136) 

University Professor : 

...The state conference provided us with 
the information we needed to conduct the 
regional workshops. It was mostly factual 
information about drugs and the kids that use 
drugs . 
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It was really hard for the lecturers 
to convince all of us that we had any relation- 
ship to the drug problem. Meeting the 
lecturers pointed us to resources we could 
use to conduct the regional workshops. 

The conference changed my attitude 
toward drug users somewhat. I really don't 
know what part I play in the whole thing. 

The conference was good in terms of teaching 
me a lot about drugs and helping me understand 
it a little better. 

Since there were only fifteen of us at 
the lectures, we were able to ask questions and 
discuss the topics. This was really good be- 
cause, if there had been more people in the 
audience, we would not have had the oppor- 
tunity to learn as much as we did. 

Without this conference, I would not have 
done the things that I have done. I would 
have had no idea of how to start. Now I can 
back myself up with factual information. 

When I said that I would go to the 
state training session, I had no idea that I 
would have to go back to my university to 
teach two courses. I think we should have 
known that this is what the State Department 
(of Education) expected of us before we even 
went. 



I would like to say that if the State 
Department were going to do this again, they 
should: 1) give us the state leadership 

team, the 15 university professors, more 
instructions as to what they want us to do at 
the regional workshop, 2) teach us how to do 
what they wanted us to do, 3) teach us how to 
function as a team so we can train others in 
teams like they want us to do. 

I think that this year was just a 
beginning. I learned from my own mistakes. 

I need to know a lot more about how to do the 
things they want us to do, and the things I 
want to do. I hope we can learn from the 
mistakes we made... 
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University Professor : 

. . .The director was most successful in 
achieving his objectives. This was primarily 
due to the fact that the people who went to 
the conference did not have any personal or 
emotional biases about drugs. We were all 
relatively ignorant about the drugs that 
kids use so we could just accept the facts 
as they were presented to us. 

Many excellent resource people pre- 
sented lectures to us . They made good 
presentations and it was our responsibility 
to build on what we learned from them. 

One of the people who spoke to us was 
a doctor who works with kids that use drugs. 

He has a house right in Atlanta where the 
kids come for help and hang around. They 
live there too. The whole group of us went 
to visit this place after the doctor told us 
what he was trying to accomplish and how he 
was doing it. After seeing the really sick 
kids on the street and in the house, some of 
the professors felt that there was nothing 
anyone could do, that they really didn't 
want any part of it. 

When someone feels that the situation 
is hopeless, they oftentimes just withdraw 
and reject the possibility of having any 
positive effect on helping with the problem. 

In our program this on-site visit weeded out 
the people who felt that they were really 
unable to deal with the whole drug scene. 

For others, this visit really allowed them 
to realize how important it is that we get 
really involved with dealing with the 
whole problem. 

This was a very moving experience for 
me because in that house I met a student who 
was really messed up by drugs. He was a 
student that I had had in class a year ago. 

In class he did well, he was on the baseball 
team and appeared to be a guy who was very 
sure of himself v I began to wonder if I 
could have done anything to prevent him from 
getting where he is now. Maybe if I had tried 
to get to know him better then, helped him 



out with things that may have been bothering 
him, maybe he wouldn't be where he is now. 

I also feel that the lectures were too 
long. If it hadn’t been this way, there 
would have been more time for group inter- 
action. We would have had an opportunity to 
get to know each other better and this is 
what we really needed... 



University Professor : 

...The cognitive approach to the drug 
problem from a multidisciplinary per- 
spective is the only one that works and 
this is what we do. We developed a team 
(group) of people who are very well-in- 
formed of all the facts concerning the 
drug issue. 

The on-site visit was most worthwhile 
because it made me aware of the realness of 
the drug problem. I felt so badly for those 
kids who have ruined their lives through 
drugs . 

I think that if everyone, kids and 
parents, knew about the effects of drugs, 
that is, medical and legal, we would not 
have the problem that we have. I don't 
think it's all that important to look at why 
kids take drugs; it's that they do that's 
important. We have to teach kids to learn 
from the troubles of their friends. 

I think the state conference taught me 
some things, but I had the same ideas about 
drugs and kids before I ever went to it. 

The only way we can deal with the problem is 
from a factual point of view. That is the 
way we looked at it at the state conference 
and that is why it was so good. This is 
the approach to the entire State Drug Ed- 
ucation Program, the common philosophy of 
the state leadership team, and for this 
reason the program has been most successful* 
throughout the state... 
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LEVEL II - REGIONAL TRAINING SESSION 



Program Description 

Trainers : State leadership team, university 

professors . 

Duration of Training : One academic semester, 40 

hours, 3 credit graduate course. 

Participants ; 

Students 20% 

Teachers 60% 

Community professionals, nonprofessionals 20% 

(parents) at the request of the State 
Department of Education. 

Selection Criteria : 

The local school superintendents, at the request 
of the State Department of Education, sent out letters 
informing school principals within their district of 
the program. Teachers, students, and community 
people who were interested were informed that they would 
receive three graduate credits for the course which 
would be taught by a professor from a local university. 

The name of the university sponsoring the course in 
the district was given. Final selection for course 
participation was made on the district level. 

Objectives : 

1) To give factual information from a multi- 
disciplinary perspective. 

2) To bring about positive attitudinal changes. 
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3) To assist in the planning for the 
implementation of the drug education program. 

4) To acquaint individuals with materials 
available - factual information. 

5) To expose them to workshop materials - films, 
resources. 

6) To expose them to guest speakers. 

7) To get them to realize their responsibility to 
disseminate this information. 

8) To get them to come up with a probable solution 
to the problem - preventive and rehabilitative 
measures the best we can do. 

Methods Used : 

1) Lecturers, questions and answers 

2) Guest speakers - consultant-lecturers 

3) Audio-visuals - evaluation of 

4) Large group discussions 

5) Small group discussions 

6) Some group dynamics 

7) Resource materials 
Resource Personnel : 

Consultants from local levels were hired to serve 
as guest speakers. The university professors taught 
the course at the expense of the university. However, 
travel expenses for these professors were paid through 
the state drug education program funds. 
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EVALUATION OF TEAMS' SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN REACHING TRAINING OBJECTIVES 



The subjects interviewed were individual university 
professors who attended the state conference. They were 
not trained to function as a team, but as individual 
professors teaching a course within the university system. 

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 136) 

University Professor : 

...I thought I was relatively successful 
in reaching my objectives. What I did was to 
present factual information to my students, 
the trednees, and then they were to develop 
a plan to bring back to their community. 

The students seemed to be interested in 
the topic. I invited consultants in to speak 
on their specialities as they related to the 
drug problem. A doctor, a lawyer, a phar- 
macist, college students, and someone from the 
State Department of Education all came in to 
speak to my students. They seemed to enjoy 
this and I* feel that having these lecturers 
come in was the most advantageous thing I did. 

I could have never presented the information 
from all of those areas as well as they did. 

This was the first time I ever did that in 
any of my graduate classes. 

The teachers and the high school students 
that were in my class couldn't really 
communicate as well as I had hoped they would. 

In a way, it seemed like the youth and adults 
look at every issue differently. Sometimes, 
in fact most of the time, I did the talking 
and when I broke the class into two groups, 

I would have the teachers and community 
people in one group and the students in 
another. After, I would have them report the 
groups' reactions to issues. I did this be- 
cause the other way too much time was wasted 
on little issues that they couldn't agree on. 

I am not sure what the students I trained 
are doing now because the course is over . I 
know they had plans to do some different things. 
Some of the students decided to work together 
and others said they would do projects on their 
own. All I know is that each one of them had to 

plan on doing something... Q/ffi 



University Professor : 



...I don't know how successful I was in 
achieving my objectives. I did the best I 
could. I played the tapes I had of the 
lectures I heard at the state conference. 

The students took notes and discussed the 
facts presented by the lectures. I also 
gave lectures to clear up some of the 
information presented on the tapes in the 
area of physiology. I was well equipped to 
do this since my background is in biology. 

The high school students who took the 
course did not do as well or contribute as 
much as the adults. The information seemed 
to be too complicated for them. This could 
have been my fault because I really didn't 
know how tc use them that well. It was very 
difficult for me to give everyone the same 
information when the youth were there. Yet, 
the youth were an important part of the course. 

I think that if I had learned more about 
how the State Department of Education wanted 
me to do what they asked me to do, it would 
have been a better course. I just did the 
same thing to my students as they had done to 
me. The state conference director didn't 
have to deal with all the problems I had to 
deal with. You see, at the state conference, 
we were all university professors and in the 
regional workshops we had teachers, high 
school students, and community people. I also 
didn't have the resources available to me that 
the director of the state conference had. I 
didn't have the money to hire consultants or 
as many resources to utilize in our community 
as the director had in Atlanta, the major city 
in the state . 

I think our training was good, but when 
you consider what the Advisory Council and the 
State Department of Education wanted us to do 
it wasn't good enough... 
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TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT 
OF THE TRAINING 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 136) 
Teacher: 



...Before I took the course at the 
university, I had no idea of how serious and 
complicated the drug problem really was . I 
learned of the problem within the state and 
especially in our own town through the various 
consultants and the excellent resource materi - 
als, such as, books, articles, films, etc., 
that the professor gave us. 

The discussion groups were good because 
you had a chance to hear about how other 
people felt about drugs and about the law. It 
was very obvious that the high school students 
and young teachers had real different 
attitudes than some of the older people. In a 
way, I wish that had not happened because you 
hate to see the generation gap in action. In 
fact, it really gets me mad because I know 
that age really should have nothing to do with 
problems like these. 

I think that the consultants or people 
who came to speak to the class should have been 
screened or something . Some of them were 
really bad. They just presented fact after fact, 
gave their opinions all the way through the 
lecture and then didn't give us a chance to 
give our opinions about what they were saying. 
The next time we got together, that is, a 
week later, we could share our opinions but 
by that time you forgot the gist of your 
reactions. 

But, I still think the course was really 
good. I feel as though I learned an awful lot 
that I can share with my 7th grade students... 



Community Professional ; (public health nurse) 

...I feel that there should have been more 
students in the course. Maybe I should say 
'youth' because we were all students in a sense. 
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These are the people we really have to educate. 

It seems to take so long for teachers to learn 
something, then for them to learn how to teach 
that and finally, for them to do it. But, when 
you teach a group of students something they 
and their friends want to learn about, they can 
spread it faster to other students than 
teachers can. 

Teachers and adults have a way of talking 
together so that students can't really get into 
the conversation. This happened a lot in our 
class . 

The guest speakers were really good and 
they taught us a lot about the facts. This is 
really important to know. 

I'm really glad I took the course. It is 
so important to try to help people with problems. 
All these big social problems we have has to do 
with the fact that we don't help people enough. 

We just don't seem to be good enough to each 
other. Maybe this program can be a beginning... 



After the university professors conducted the 3- 
credit, 40-hour + graduate course on the regional level 
(regional training) these trainees (students, teachers, 
community people) returned to their own communities to con- 
duct various types of training sessions within local 
districts and local high schools . 

Some of the activities which were directed by Level II 
trainees will be described along with the comments of their 
trainees . 



♦ 
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level hi - School district training session 



Program Description 

Trainer ; Teacher who was trained at the national 
level . 

Duration of Training ; 1 1/2 hours. 

Participants : All teachers in the high school. 

Selection Criteria : Mandatory for all teachers. 

Objectives ; 

1) To present factual information about drugs 

2) To inform them of the dangers of drugs. 

3) To stress the importance of not moralizing 

4) To provide them with resource materials to 
share with their students . 

Methods : 

1) Lectures 

2) Resource materials 
Resource Personnel : 

Teacher: "I did it alone." 

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES 

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 136) 

Teacher : 

...I think I did a good job and feel that 
I accomplished as much as I could in the time I 
had. It would have been much better had the 
teacher been able to take the course sponsored 
by the university as I did... 
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TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT 
OF THE TRAINING 
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Subject Interviewed (See table, p. 136) 



Teacher : 

...I would not really consider this any 
type of training. A fellow teacher merely 
presented us with some information 
about drugs, told us where to go for more 
information if we wanted it, and told us what 
she was going to do in her classes. It was 
interesting but I really didn't learn anything 
I didn't already know... 



LEVEL III - SCHOOL DISTRICT TRAINING SESSION 



Program Description 

Trainer : Teacher trained on Regional Level (Level II) 

Duration : 15 hours of training . 

Participants : 530, 7th grade students. 

Selection Criteria : Mandatory for all 7th grade 

science students. 



Objectives : 

1) To present factual information about drugs 
from all areas e.g., legal, medical, social. 

2) To teach students the dangers of drugs. 

3) To facilitate the students' decisions not to 
take drugs . 

Methods : 



1) Lecture (question and answer) 

2) Films and tapes 
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3) Large group discussion 

4) Small group discussion 

5) Assignments to be done in teams 

6) Tests on factual information 

Resource Personnel ; 

It was all the materials I got from the 
university when I took the course. I also had copies 
made of some of the material for the students. I 
established a section in the classroom library on 
drugs so the students could bring in material they 
read in magazines as well. 



TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN OBTAINING OBJECTIVES 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 136) 



Teacher : 

...The students really learned a lot 
about drugs that they didn't know before. 

I found them most interested in the topic 
for they were very willing to discuss the 
issue. They also were anxious to make 
materials, that is, posters and write 
stories to share with other students who 
weren't in the class... 



TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT 
OF THE TRAINING 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 136) 

Student : 

...I knew more stuff about drugs but there was 
a lot to learn and she taught me a lot I didn't know. 
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trainers' judgment of success or failure 

IN OBTAINING OBJECTIVES 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 136) 
Community : 

...I really can't evaluate the whole 
program because each member of the team 
(1 student, 2 teachers, 1 community person) 
presented a different lecture and we didn't 
always go to each others. However, I did 
get a letter from one of the mothers saying 
that they enjoyed the program very much... 



TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT 
OF THE TRAINING 



No trainees interviewed. 



LEVEL III ~ SCHOOL DISTRICT TRAINING SESSION 
Program Description 

Trainer : Teacher trained on the regional level 

Duration of Training : 5 hours 

Participants : 27 elementary school students 

Selection Criteria : Mandatory for those in the class. 

Objectives : 

1) To make them aware of drugs. 

2) To teach them factual information. 

3) To teach them to make decisions concerning 
drugs. 

4) To take information home to parents. 
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Methods : 



1) Lecture (questions and answers) 

2) Teacher, student discussions 

3) Show and tell 



TRAINERS* JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 136) 

Teacher ; 

...I believe that the measures I took 
were preventative. The students seemed to be 
most interested in the topic and I think this 
is because I tried not to make any value 
judgments about drugs and drug users. I gave 
them the information and asked them to think 
about these things. For many of these 
students, this was the first time they ever 
thought about drugs, much less how drugs 
affect themselves and others. 

I feel that drug education is badly 
needed and that more teachers, parents, as 
well as the students have to learn about 
drugs and the role they play in our lives... 



TRAINEES* PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT 
OF THE TRAINING 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 136) 

Student : 

...I think our teacher wanted us to learn 
that he doesn't want us to take drugs because 
they can kill you if you take an overdose, that 
people are only supposed to take drugs when 
they need them, that some drugs are legal and 
some are illegal, and that just because' some 
people take drugs that doesn't mean that we 
can or that we should. 
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I 

I 

I think that it is good to talk about 

J drugs and learn about drugs because we might 

really hurt ourselves badly without even 
knowing that we are, if we don't know about 
drugs . 

T I told my family all about what we learned 

^ in class and my mom and dad think that it is 

really good that our teacher teaches us about 

i " this stuff. My mother didn't know all about 

what he said until I told her. My mother 
wants our teacher to tell all parents and all 
. the students in the school about drugs. She 

1 thinks that would be really good... 
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GEORGIA 



THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS 



O 

ERICA 



LEVEL I 

1) To make varied college 
professors more know- 
ledgeable about the total 
drug scene from a multi- 
disciplinary approach. 



2) To disseminate factual 
information in sociology, 
psychology, pharmacology, 
education, health, law, 
penology, the community 
drug-related subculture. 



LEVEL II 



1) To give factual 
information from a 
multidisciplinary 
perspective . 

4) To acquaint indi- 
viduals with materi- 
als available, factual 
information . 



3) To develop an aware- 
ness of the nature of the 
problem in Georgia - 
project the scene as it 
is - a proper perspective 
of our own scene . 




LEVEL III 



1) To disseminate 
factual information about 
drugs . 



2) To inform them of 
the dangers of drugs. 
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GEORGIA 

THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS 



LEVEL I 

4) To acquaint them with 
the techniques to use to 
work with and toward the 
solution of problems : rap 
sessions, dealing with it 
on the local level, 
philosophic approach to 
education . 



5) To explain the total 
plan for Georgia: to be- 

come familiar with the 
resources available within 
the state - State Dept, of 
Ed., local and state inter- 
related drug agencies, pre- 
ventive treatment and 
rehabilitation . 



LEVEL II 

3) To assist in the 
planning for the im- 
plementation of the 
drug education program. 

7) To get them to 
realize their respon- 
sibilities to dissem- 
inate this information. 



8) To get them to 
come up with a probable 
solution to the problem, 
preventative and 
rehabilitative measures. 



2) To bring about 
positive attitudinal 
changes. 
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(con ' t . ) 

LEVEL III 



3) To stress the impor- 
tance of not moralizing. 
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GEORGIA 

THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS (con't.) 



LEVEL II 

5) To expose them to 
workshop materials, 
films, resources. 



LEVEL III 

4) To provide them with 
resource materials to 
share with students. 



6) To expose them to 
guest speakers. 



354 



OBSERVATIONS OF INTERVIEWER 



159 . 



The decision not to send a team to a National 
training Drug Education Center was one made by the 
director of the state program along with other 
personnel from the State Department of Education. Some 
of these decision-makers had attended a National Drug 
Education Conference in Chicago during the spring of 
1970 and upon returning to their home state felt that 
they could identify a sufficient number of in-house 
experts to design and implement the state drug education 
program without spending the money to send a team to a 
National Training Center. 

Consequently, the advisory council was formed to 
design and implement the state drug education program. 

The state conference, designed to train fifteen university 
professors, was the first so-called training session. 

The impression was that, at this point, having university 
professors alone interacting during the learning process 
was a decision which hampered the achievement of the over- 
all objective, which was to train students, educators, 
and community people. The most effective way to train 
people is to have them experience what the training is 
designed to achieve. The consultants were knowledgeable 
in their respective fields and apparently accomplished their 
goals. However, there was obviously not a balance of 
content and process. This can be learned through reading 
the comments of the university professor, whose task it was 
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to design and direct the regional training sessions 
which were graduate courses being offered through the 
Department of Education in respective universities or 
colleges . 

In the fall of 1970, the second phase of the state 
program unfolded, that is, the drug education courses 
were being offered at various universities. Each of the 
professors, in a sense, did their own thing, i.e., after 
the state conference, they went back to their respective 
universities to conduct their graduate courses. It is here, 

at the onset of the program, that it is evident that 
the concept of the team approach did, in fact, not take 
place. Theoretically, or on paper, it was stated that all 
trainees were being trained in teams but there is no 
evidence of this . 

Students, community people, and educators were in- 
vited to participate in these courses. All categories of 
trainees indicated that some students appeared to be 
reluctant to participate in a graduate course that was 
being offered to teachers. Students could understandably 
feel inferior prior to any interaction. The same held true 
for some community nonprofessionals. In a sense, there was 
almost a built-in exclusion of people not formally educated 
through our college educational system. 

These students, educators, and community people 
identified to participate were from local school districts, 
or the same geographic areas. However, it was not mandatory 
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or strongly suggested that all team members be assigned 
the task of designing a drug education program to 
implement upon returning to their own communities. For 
the most part, the participants interviewed returned to 
their communities to do their own thing again as did the 
university professors. 

The types of activities they designed were primarily 
a one-man show, i.e., teachers worked with other teachers 
and students. Students trained in the regular sessions, 
working on the community level with other teachers and 
community people, were not identified and were not 
interviewed. 

Further training in group dynamic techniques or how 
to work with various professional categories for the pur- 
pose of achieving the overall objectives of the program 
would be strongly recommended. Most subjects interviewed 
on all levels stated this need. In the discussion of this 
need with members of the advisory council, the council 
members indicated that this type of training will be planned. 
The primary activities recommended are : 

1) Training in group dynamic techniques at all 
levels ; 

2) Training in the development of organizational 
techniques for community projects on all levels; 

3) Designing follow-up and feedback sessions; 

4) Developing the team building concept and training 
of participants actually to function in teams 
following training. 
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MAINE 



Dates of Interview Visits: 
April 13, 14, 15, 16 
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DESCRIPTION OF MAINE PROGRAM DESIGN MAP 

Maine ' s Program Design Map shows us that a team 
was sent to the Adelphi National Training Center. This 
team returned from Adelphi to implement a program 
modeled after the training it had received. The director 
of the state program, along with the other team members 
and hired consultants , served as trainers at the Level I 
state training sessions. 

Level II, community and school district training 
sessions, were run by the trainees of the state level 
sessions. These trainers modeled the sessions after the 

training they had received. 

The trainers of Level II training, in turn directed 
the Level III or local community training sessions. 

Support was received from the trainers who had trained 
them. Page of this state report shows another map of 
some of the activities which took place on Levels I and II. 
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PROGRAM PREPARATION 



During the summer of 1970 , three individuals 
were selected by the State Department, of Education 
to attend the Adelphi University National Drug Education 
Training Center. Upon returning to the state in August, 
they began the implementation of the program design they 
had drawn up at Adelphi . 

One of the state team members trained at Adelphi 
decided not to remain with the project. The other 
two state team members began to put the design into 
operation. They were assisted by the commitment and 
professional expertise of the secretary who also had 
administrative abilities. Two trainers on the Adelphi 
team were hired to serve as process consultants. Other 
individuals with training expertise were also hired to 
function as group leaders at the 7-day live-in training 
sessions held in Poland Springs, Maine. The first of 
the three state training sessions began on November 1, 

1970. 

Following these three state level workshops, feed- 
back conferences were held for teams within various 
regions of the state. These 1-day, 9 1/2 hour confer- 
ences were designed explicitly for retraining, discussion 
of community program designs, problem solving, discovery 
of alternative approaches, and other various organizational 
development techniques and group dynamic techniques . 
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LEVEL I - STATE TRAINING SESSION 



Program Description 

Trainers : State Team trained at National Training 

Center, and consultants identified by 
the state team. 

Duration of Training : 7-day, live-in sessions. 

Participants : 

Students 40% 

Educators 30% 

Community professionals and non- 30% 

professionals (parents) 

Selection Criteria : 

The state team established criteria for the 
selection of all categories of participants. Letters 
were sent to local school district superintendents 
requesting them to select potential district 
trainees in accordance with the criteria which the 
state team had established. The team from each 
district should include: 

a. A teacher who is young, and who understands 
the youth culture. 

b. A classical teacher who is very much a part 
of the school establishment. 

c. A student who is typical of the student body. 

d. A student who might be suspected of being a 
drug user. 
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e. A community representative who is in- 
volved with youth in either a pro- 
fessional or social capacity. 

Objectives : 

1) To expand the Adelphi University philosophy 
of drug education. 

2) To give the participants up-to-date factual 
information on drug use and abuse. 

3) To instruct the participants in program 
development, in community-school action 
programs , in alternative strategies to 
implement program designs, and in functioning 
effectively as a team. 

4) To give the participants the necessary skills 
to be able to identify resources in their 
communities, to put into operation community 
program designs. 

5) To enable the participants through the 
development of the following skills: 
problem sensing, problem solving, utilization 
of group dynamic techniques, implementation 
of organization development techniques. 

6) To allow the participants to become aware of 
their own humanistic needs, as well as those 
of others. 

7) To expose the participants to innovative 
classroom teaching techniques. 
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8) To develop skills in specific methodology 
for screening and evaluating drug 
materials. 

Methods Used : 

1) Lectures 

2) Films 

3) Video-tapes 

4) Group dynamic techniques (role playing, trust 
walk, fish bowl, scaring concerns, alter ego, 
non-verbal communication, prescriptions, 
descriptions, monads, dyads, triads, talking 
behind your back, rap sessions, etc.) 

Resource Personnel : 

Consultants in the areas of pharmacology, physiology, 
psychology, sociology, law enforcement, social work, and 
drug addiction were invited to present factual infor- 
mation in their areas of competency. Members of a 
resource consulting team functioned as group leaders and 
directed the group dynamic techniques as well as the 
organizational development techniques. 

TRAINERS JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN OBTAINING OBJECTIVES 

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 165) 

A state team member felt that the team was successful 
in reaching its objectives. He attributed this success to 
the identification of the excellent resource persons who 
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served as consultants and lecturers. The processes 

utilized in the training proved to be most effective in 

terms of achieving the desired effects. 

...The training I received at Adelphi broadened 
my perspective of the various alternatives 
which could be studied and operationalized in 
order to achieve our program objectives. I 
believe our program uniqueness can be attributed 
to our flexibility. Each workshop has been 
more effective than the one preceding it. 

The program has been increasingly far-reaching 
due to trainee or participant feedback which 
has been so constructively shared and openly 
accepted . 

Considering all these factors, the true 
commitment of all the resource personnel, 
regular staff, and trainees, the program could 
be nothing but successful. There is still 
much that has to be done. We will expand our 
design, for we have up until this time and 
this recognition of growth is our most valuable 
asset. 

I , along with other Statti Department of 
Education personnel, feel that this program 
has been the most effective in-service training 
program our teachers have ever had the 
opportunity to participate in. The feedback 
of teachers and school administrators has been 
so very encouraging. 

I feel that it is the balance of the 
content and process which has allowed for our 
success. Teachers, students, school admin- 
istrators, and community people, have so very 
much in common. It is the commonality which 
we try to emphasize. The human relations 
approach facilitates our capitalizing the 
many similarities people share . We build 
upon the individual's personal, as well as 
professional, strengths... 

A consultant interviewed felt that this program wa 
the most dynamic he had ever been involved in. 

...I have never experienced such a strong 
feeling of concern, empathy, love, and 
appreciation. All of the staff and the parti- 
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cipants seem to be working so arduously toward 
common goals. Hassles are just faced, dealt 
with, and dissipated. It’s a beautiful thing 
to be part of . . . 

Consultant : 

. . .The data reported through the utili- 
zation of pre-test, post-test instruments 
was most encouraging, that is, to both the 
participants as well as the team itself. We 
have felt very encouraged at the amount of 
factual information gained by our participants 
after just one week of training. 

I don't feel that the state drug 
education program can be looked at as a panacea 
for the answer to all drug-related problems, 
but I do feel that it is answering many personal, 
professional, and academic needs of individuals 
from all age brackets, socioeconomic levels, 
colors, professions, life styles. It is doing 
something and that something is needed in our 
society, in our communities, in our lives... 



TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT 
OF THE TRAINING 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 165) 

Teacher : 

...I enjoyed the training. It was the 
best thing that has ever happened to me. 

At one time, I was most concerned about the 
'student-teacher gap.' Now I know that 
there is no such thing. There is only a 
communication gap if you let one be there, 
if you build one. It was worth more than all 
the college courses I've ever taken. I can 
walk into any class now and be a real teacher. 
Three months ago I didn't know what a real 
teacher was. 

We truly got to know and understand 
ourselves in a different way. It has built 
up my self-confidence. It freed me of my 
inferiority complex. I'm so very happy 
about this. 

When I got back here at school , I was 

t 
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so afraid that I'd get back into the rut I 
was in before. It's now been over a month 
since the training and I'm still holding 
my own. I don't ever want this to go 
away . 



If there could have only bean more 
time spent there. The whole thing went 
by so terribly fast. 

Could you imagine if every teacher 
went through this training and learned what 
I learned? That would be something else! 
You know, that would really be a great 
idea. Two weeks before school starts if 
teachers, students, parents, principals 
could get together, go away like we did 
and plan the year to come and get to know 
and love each other as we did. That is 
really a dream! 

I really did learn a lot of stuff 
about drugs. Like I mean, real factual 
information. That is very important to 
know, but it can't compare to the impor- 
tance of one getting to know himself and 
others . . . 



Teacher : 

...At first, I tried to figure out 
what was happening. I knew community 
people were going to be at the training 
session, but I couldn't figure out what 
they would be doing there. I guess I just 
didn't know - because it wouldn't have been 
one-half as good as it was without them 
there . They play such an important role 
in our community and I had really never 
thought about it before. The guy in our 
group was a policeman. The kids grew to 
love him so much. The whole thing was 
just unreal. Now he comes to the school 
to rap with the kids about different 
kinds of problems. 

People are really funny. I'm including 
me in that. I never realized before that 
I had most kids in one set and really 
treated them all pretty much the same way. 
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I guess that since I started teaching, I 
never took the time to look at kids outside 
of the classroom - outside of the one 
relationship I had with them, that of 
teacher. 

The people that ran the training 
session were really excellent. They gave 
each other and everyone of us all the help 
and attention we needed. They would stay 
up as late as they felt people needed them 
to. They really knew everything about 
drugs. Nothing was left out .. .absolutely 
nothing. 

The director of the state program is 
a man who is highly respected in our 
community. He had the total support of 
our school board, our superintendent, the 
vice principal and even went to the training 
session. If this type of experience could 
be had by everyone, I don't think that 
we would have half of the problems we do 
have in our society. If one week of this 
type of experience can make me, one indi- 
vidual, so much stronger, committed to 
people with needs different from my own, 
more open to kids, to my own wife, it 
should be given top priority... 



Community : 

...I got to know people as people. 

The communication skills taught me how to 
talk, to listen, to hear. We learned to 
really communicate with each other regard- 
less of age . There were no barriers at the 
end of the week. You could feel trust. 

The kids really grew to trust me. They 
talked with me about all sorts of things. 

The fact that I was a policeman didn't 
seem to matter anymore. They just saw 
me as me. 

This experience was the greatest thing 
that has ever happened to me. I've been a 
policeman for 15 years and I've gone to 
every kind of training program I could 
possibly attend. The police department sends 
men for all types of training. Well, this 
program was the best I ever went to. When 
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I got back, I told our captain that every 
policeman should go through it. 

Another thing I learned was that it 
is really important to know why a kid 
violates the law. I used to think that the 
most important thing was that he did 
violate the law. Well, if you know why 
maybe you can help him not need to. 

The greatest thing that happened which 
has changed my life is the name some kids 
gave me, 'super-chief'. That is really 
what they call me. They call me that when 
they see me walking my beat, directing 
traffic. That has really changed me. Now, 
I feel that I am the kind of policeman I 
always wanted to be. 

Yes, we learned all about drugs. The 
people that gave us talks and stuff really 
know everything. The kids know a lot too, 
but drugs aren't really a problem. That I 
learned, too. The whole mess with drugs 
are really problems of people. If every- 
one could just give time to help each 
other out. . . 

This thing should just go on, and on, 
and on. The world would get better and 
better because everyone would feel happy, 
important, and strong like I do now... 



Student : 



...It was great being on the same level 
as everyone. No age stuff, no one made you 
feel like just a kid, a dumb student. I 
learned it! It really happened! I learned 
that drugs aren't bad. People who use drugs 
maybe don't use them right and there's the 
problem. 

I overcame my dnagerous shyness. I was 
so shy that I hardly opened my mouth the 
whole first day. I really felt like I 
didn't want to be there, I wanted to go 
home. Kan, was that stupid. 

Now I'm not afraid anymore. I'm not afraid 
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of drugs, of people, of teachers, of 
kids, of anyone. I'm just not afraid. 
They got rid of that. I don't know how! 

It just happened. They taught me and I 
did it - I came home and made it happen. 

I learned to get to know a person 
before I judge him. I used to call all 
the policemen 'pigs'. That's how mean 
I was , but then I didn ' t know what I 
know now. I learned to stand up and say 
what I feel. I learned what happiness 
really is. I learned how to get insight 
into people. 

I learned all that after I learned 
how bad it is to be shy like I used to be. 
It was not only bad for me, but for other 
people too, because I just kind of sat 
around and didn't say anything. 

One of the teachers from my school 
went too, and she and I talk a lot about 
what we learned. We are on the same team 
and work really close together, but she 
and I really know each other. It's so 
great knowing her, having her around... 



Student: 



...Because of the way they presented 
the materials, they conditioned us to the 
ideas they later presented. Everyone 
wanted to learn. They wanted us to learn. 
They wanted us to learn that there really 
wasn't a drug problem? but that everyone's 
personal problem caused people to be on 
drugs. They wanted us to learn everyone's 
opinion about the situation - a wide range 
of ideas and thoughts about the whole issue. 

I learned why everyone is not like me . 
People who are not like me are really good 
too. I didn't know that before. My ideas 
are not always the same as someone else's 
and that's good. Bringing all these 
differences together is what can make life 
really happy and beautiful. 

I found myself asking why people act 
the way they do. I can watch my family talk 
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together and try to figure out what makes 
them do the things they do. I look at 
people more as human beings rather than 
one big machine. 

There really should be more training 
sessions. I have really grown up. I wish 
all my friends and teachers could go. I 
find myself thinking more about people 
and why they do things . I would help 
everyone with their life - their attitudes. 
It would keep us from putting everyone in 
the same bag. 

It would really help to get away from 
the regular school classroom attitude. It 
would be great to get into a fish bowl - 
to sit and talk and learn together. You 
really learn a lot from other people, and 
that's what I want to do. 

I really learned a lot about teachers 
and now I know that many of them are great 
people who care about us. Now I can get 
help from teachers and other students. Now 
I can help them too. You really need to 
help each other today. I can learn a lot 
more because I know that they really want 
to teach you - to help you... 



Student ; 

... It was great . I have never shared so 
much with different types of people. I got 
a renewed interest in communicating with 
people. I learned that I could do something 
to influence people. I had more power in 
helping people within myself. I got a very 
good feeling in being able to relate to 
people on a very deep level. The whole 
thing was really a most rewarding experience. 

I am more in touch with myself-less 
inhibited in communicating one-to-one level. 

This program should just continue and 
continue as many times as possible because it 
is just the best thing. It is such a more 
personalized and effective way of teaching - 
no doubt about it. 
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I didn’t ever think that teachers feel 
and care as much as they do . Now I think 
about their responsibilities, duties, etc., 

I’m more willing to work with them. I 
understand them much better... 

LEVEL II - COMMUNITY AND SCHOOL DISTRICT 
TRAINING SESSIONS 

Program Description 

Trainers : Trainees of State Training Sessions . 

Duration of Training : Ranged from five, 3-hour evening 

sessions per week to a series of 
3-hour meetings three nights a 
week for three weeks. 



Participants : 




Students 


40% 


Educators 


30% 


Community 


30% 



Selection Criteria : 

Individuals from within specific communities who 
wanted to attend the workshop were invited with the 
provision that they were committed to attend all of the 
training sessions and had some intention to do 
volunteer work in some capacity with drug-related 
action programs within their community. 

Objectives : 

1) To expand the Adelphi philosophy. 

2) To share factual information on the legal, 
physiological, psychological, and pharma- 
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cological aspects of the drug issue. 

3) To make participants aware of the need for 
improved communication skills and a greater 
understanding of the professional roles 
represented by participants. 

4) To establish lines of communication between 
teachers, students, school administrators, 
parents, and other community people. 

5) To become aware of the need for all indi- 
viduals to be a part of the solution to the 
drug dilemma. 

6) To develop in the participants an open- 
ended individual commitment to do something 
as a member of a team upon returning to their 
community. 

7) To allow the participants to view themselves 
as a unique integral component of a team. 

8) To bring about a team commitment to a 
particular task upon returning to local 
communities . 

Methods Used : 

1) Lectures 

2) Group dynamic techniques 

3) Organizational development techniques 

4) Resource materials 
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Resource Personnel: 
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Resource persons were identified in the 
community and local school district. These included 
consultants from multidisciplinary fields who 
served as lecturers in their fields of specialty. 

In addition, resource persons were identified in 
the form of interested community professionals, 
nonprofessionals, and parents who were willing to 
commit themselves to particular tasks in order to be 
a part of a solution to a problem. 

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN OBTAINING OBJECTIVES 

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 165) 

The following design was one drawn up by members of 
a local team that were trained together at the state 
training session. All of the listed activities were 
directed by the trainers and trainees of a local community. 

When team II, trained also at the state training 
session, returned to the local community, it was decided 
that this team would maintain its autonomy by directing 
activities that were different from those being directed by 
team I. Each team would support the other when needed, but 
the importance of team autonomy appeared to be a very real 
concern of team members interviewed on each team. 
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A CASE STUDY OF A LOCAL DRUG EDUCATION TEAM PROGRAM 
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Again, it must be stressed that activities directed 
by each local team on Level II varies somehwat from the 
objectives and activities of the other teams in different 
communities . 



School Administrator : 

...The state session provided our team 
with a model to use for training on the 
local level. Each team member had a defined 
role and responsibilities in the over-all 
fifteen hour training session . We did our 
best to provide the trainees with as many 
varied learning experiences as we had had at 
the state session. Of course, this was an 
impossible task due to time constraints that 
we had to f ace . 

I feel that we were most successful in 
achieving our purposes when you consider the 
constraints we were working with. The feed- 
back evaluation by our trainees provided us 
with much of the positive effect they 
experienced as well as with further infor- 
mation on how we could improve the program 
the next time we presented it. 

Many of our trainees are involved in 
diverse activities which have been out- 
growths of the community training session. 
Some of these activities include: rap 

sessions, learning sessions, meetings with 
other community organizations, counselling 
groups, etc., 

I feel that this program has had a 
great impact on our community. Its effect 
can be felt within the school setting as 
well as within the community as a whole. 

It would be most helpful if we could get 
more support from the State Department of 
Education. However, when you consider all 
of the teams within the state , it is 
difficult to understand just how a staff of 
two people can keep in such close contact 
with so many individuals. 
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During all my years in the field of 
education, I have never been as 
intricately involved in a program that 
has had as much impact on the local level, 
on teachers, students, community pro- 
fessionals and other educational support 
personnel. 

It's been a fantastic experience... 
truly affecting hundreds of individuals... 



Guidance Counselor : 

...The success of this program can be 
seen through the activities that have taken 
place since the first community training 
session. Our trainees were truly made 
aware of the drug dilemma, its potential and 
actual effects on individuals, youth as well 
adults, and their individual roles within or 
outside of their professional capacities. 

I have never experienced being such a 
pivotal figure in any community project and 
I must say, I have never seen our community 
react so acceptingly to any educational 
program or project that has ever taken place. 
Of course, I've never been exposed to such 
an effective project myself. I can't believe 
how kids, teachers, parents, all get in so 
heavily, become so committed, exhibit so much 
concern, and share so much energy. 

The one pitfall I see in our community 
is the lack of time we are able to give to 
each other. We have stimulated so many 
good ideas people want to implement, more 
than we seem to be able to find the time 
to do. We are doing an awful lot, but there 
is so much more to be done. If we could only 
really turn on the whole community - 
everyone . . . 
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TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT 
OF THE TRAINING 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 165) 



Teacher : 

. . .The drug problem is much more 
encompassing than I had ever realized. The 
inability of teachers and adults to commu- 
nicate with youth, especially youth with 
problems, is much more serious than I 
realized before. I am now beginning to 
understand what the youth are trying to say, 
to. have us hear, to do. It seems unbelievable 
that for all these years I have never really 
thought so much about this. 

The drug problem is a serious one, but 
now I'm aware that there are many other 
problems in our lives, and sometimes it is 
these individual problems that cause the 
drug problem. . . 



Teacher: 



...I learned to be a bit more tolerant 
of people. I became more aware of other 
people. I always knew that other people were 
important , but I don ' t think I knew how 
important or maybe I didn't think that they 
were as important as me. That is a real 
difficult thing for me to admit. 

I also learned a lot about drugs, factual 
information about drugs like medical 
complications, peer group pressure, society 
itself 

Communication is so important. In our 
society, we really don't give the whole idea 
of communication enough attention. 

Every teacher should have to go through 
this type of training. Not only teachers, 
but students, parents - everyone,, . 
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Community (parent) ; 



...I have six children and this training 
really helped me see my older children, 
especially my teenagers, in a different way. 
My kids' friends often come over to talk in 
our kitchen and stuff, but I never really 
took the time to sit and listen to them. 

This program really helped me understand 
them better, the stages they may be going 
through, the problems they are facing, the 
things they are thinking about, and some of 
the ways I can help them. It was just so 
great listening to how honest these kids are, 
how much they are willing to share, how they 
gave, and that they really do want our help. 

I think that a lot of kids ' problems 
boil down to the lack of love. A lot of the 
kids that have serious problems, don't feel 
that they are loved, don't feel that they 
can go to anyone to share their problems with. 

I heard one of the students say that 
parents don't show love to anyone but little 
children - not to each other or young adult 
children. They just show really physical 
and emotional love to children, babies. This 
is unbelievable - but you know, it might be 
true . 



This type of learning is so important, 
so necessary. Everyone needs it... maybe 
they don't know it, but they do... 



Community (nurse) : 

...I sat down and really talked with kids 
for the first time. I learned that only 
people can solve the drug dilemma. I learned 
facts about drugs, but more important than any 
of that, I learned about me. 

There are a lot of things people told me 
about myself that I didn't know before - good 
things and things that weren't so good. I had 
a chance to hear and to talk. 

Every community in the county should go 
through something like this. We should take 
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time out to think about ourselves, our 
friends, our children. We never seem to 
think enough about what others need. 

We need many training centers. We 
should have enough for everyone to go to. 
We need it. . . 



Community (parent) : 

...I learned so much about the problems 
the kids have today. I learned how serious 
the drug problem is in some communities. I 
learned many facts about drugs and how many 
drugs there are. I learned how to relate to 
other people. We need to work here together 
in order to prevent the drug problem from 
becoming more serious. It's now that we have 
to start preventing it from becoming real 
serious. 

I also learned how to relate to my own 
children better. Now I want to understand 
them better. To tell you the truth, I 
didn't think I could really understand them 
because I didn't think they wanted me to. 

Now I know I need to help them grow and I 
learned that kids want help in growing... 



Community Professional : 

...I learned not only to listen, but to 
hear what the young people were saying. I 
learned that I used to generalize too much. 
Long hair meant drug abuse, and hippie meant 
drugs to me. I sun learning differently now. 

I feel that I have become more broad-minded. 

I don't stereotype so much now. 

Through the training, I developed a 
personal one-to-one situation with people I 
didn't know. I sort of learned that I wasn't 
very trusting. I trust the young people more 
than they trust me. It still baffles me. I 
really can't understand why. 

I think there should be a little more 
continuity from one session to another. We 
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wanted to get more out of it. Because of 
the length of time, we couldn't go as 
deeply as we would have liked. There was 
little lack of communication in terms of 
what was going to happen next. We just did 
not have it together as far as the next 
group was concerned. 

I learned how the people came in 
contact with drugs. Each user of drugs 
has different reasons. There is no set form 
or pattern. This is why it is so hard to 
treat the problem. The young people know this 
so that when there is a drug education program 
in the schools, they sometimes know more than 
the educators. That is why teachers, students, 
and parents should all learn together... 



Teacher : 

...In every way it was a valuable 
experience. I learned everything I wanted 
to know about drugs. I already knew a lot. 
I've been working in this area for a great 
while. But, I also learned a lot about 
psychology, sociology, and people. 

I learned that drug abuse is a people 
problem. The training helped us to relate 
to and to understand each other better. We 
need more time for organization. 

Too much money would ruin the program; 
but we do need some. We could go to help 
other communities, and they could help us... 



Student : 

It helped me to know a lot more about 
people . I learned how to relate to people on 
all age levels. It informed me about what 
different people think. The training combined 
knowledge of people, and understanding, with 
the communication of facts. 

We need to help people learn from each 
other. Right now I'm thinking. I've accepted 
the experience , and now I have to think about 
what I can do best to help out others, my own 
family, my friends - everyone who needs me... 
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Student: 

...We talked together, shared our 
feelings, and worked together. We have 
become friends. There are many people we 
can learn to like, to love, if we get to 
know them, their problems, their needs and 
it's important to share ours with them. 

I learned that other people care about 
me. I have a place to go. They are pro- 
viding me with an alternative to using drugs. 
It keeps me off the streets. I learned to be 
turned on by other people. It was worth my 
walking five miles to come - to get help and 
to help others. 

A man once told me that I had a very 
negative attitude. The next night I told him 
that he wasn't really right, but that I did 
understand his point. I've learned that I 
have to make an effort to be accepted if I 
want to help others like I feel I need help. 

I used to stay by myself a lot. I'm 
getting to know a lot of different types of 
people. I have a wider range of friends. 

I'm now attracted to people who are different, 
because I can learn from them. 

I don't know why we would want any 
support, except community support. We are 
politically involved locally, but money would 
ruin the program. All we really need is more 
time and more people. Then we would have 
more love everywhere . . . 



Student: 

...I loved it. It was the first time I 
ever had a learning experience with teachers. 

I thought the teachers were going to hold 
themselves in - withdraw - they didn't do 
this. They always shared what they wanted to 
say. I won't think of them all as being the 
way I did before. I think I'll just be a 
more open person. 

Everybody that participated had a great 
learning experience. We really want another 
one and then those people will want another one. 
Man, this was really a high! — 
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LEVEL III - LOCAL COMMUNITY TRAINING SESSIONS 
Subjects Interviewed 

Trainers : Trainees of community and school district 

training sessions. 

Duration of Training : Two to three sessions weekly 

over a. period of two to four 
weeks . 

Participants : 



Students 


40% 


Educators 


20% 


Community people 


40% 



Selection Criteria ; 

All interested individuals in the community. 

Objectives ; 

1) To give the participants information about 
drugs . 

2) To teach the participants that the drug 
problem is really a people problem and an 
individual's problem with drugs. 

3) To help the participants to relate to, and 
understand each other better. 

4) To help the participants set up alternatives 
to drug abuse within the community. 

Methods Used : 

1) Lectures 

Rap sessions 
Community meetings 
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Resource Personnel: 



The community identified resource persons 
from among interested and committed community 
professionals and nonprofessionals. Those with 
special expertise were able to lecture in their 
areas of expertise. Other individuals interested 
and committed were able to help in the planning 
within the community for various ways to involve 
larger numbers of people. They also planned for 
activities which could bring about increased 
communication between adults and students, as well 
as to plan for alternatives to drug use in the 
community . 



TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN OBTAINING OBJECTIVES 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 165) 

Training is an on-going activity, but the success 
seems to be assured through the evidence of local community 
support for the program and its activities. 

Student : 

. . .After going to the meetings or workshop 
every night for two weeks, we started on 
special committees to get other people involved. 

I am on the Drop-In Center Committee and I am our 
team leader. Most of the people in my group went 
to the same workshop at night, but others didn't. 

We are teaching the others the same things we 
learned and also planning the Drop-In Center. 
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We are doing what we are supposed to be 
doing and we all really enjoy it. It's 
really a hard thing to get a drop-in center 
started and the adults on my committee know 
more about how to get it going than I do, 
but we are all working together... 



Community (parent) : 

...I am working as a group discussion 
leader for kids who have problems with 
alcohol. They come over to my house every 
Sunday for meetings, and some other adults 
with similar problems come too. I still 
meet with the team once during the week to 
let them know how my group is going and I 
hear about how their groups are going. 

I don't know how we never did this 
before. It was always that I wanted to help 
out kids, but I guess I just didn't know how. 

I wouldn't give this up for anything. 

If every community could have the spirit 
we have, the support we have been to each 
other.' Young, old, middle-aged, everyone. 

God, I guess, is really ali^ around here 
in every single person. It's like miracle. 
Things have really changed since this whole 
thing started about four months ago... 



TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT 
OF THE TRAINING 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 165) 
Community (parent) ; 

...At first I was a bit confused, then 
half way through I was fascinated by how it 
was working. It had been so tremendous. 

I've learned that there is a greater 
problem than I ever anticipated. The whole 
problem stems from lack of communication. 

I never realized the extent of the problem. 
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I've already had four people tell me about 
all the drugs. The lack of communication 
seems to bother them most. Kids also want 
good family relations. 

I learned a lot through the discussions 
with the youth. Reading and TV isn't enough. 
You have to hear it firsthand with the young. 

If you can save even a few young people 
it is worth it because they are the future 
of the country. To change their attitudes 
will make them better citizen;, parents... 
will change others too. Something really has 
to be done, and I can't imagine anything 
better than the way they have started this 
program. To solve any problem you have to 
communicate. After participating I can see 
this is the only way to approach or solve 
the problem. 





This is important just because of the 
fact that it involves all the young people 
across the country. Who are more important 
to the taxpayers and the parents than their 
children? 

I certainly think that this is much better 
than most other government programs... 



Student : 

...They woke me up to the fact that there 
was a drug problem here. They taught how the 
different categories of people use drugs - 
all for different reasons - parents, kids. 

We learned how the parents feel about the way 
we feel. 

I learned about drugs. I found out that 
some of the kids have different views about 
things than I do. I also learned how much I 
trust people. I expected to have people talk 
to me rather than me talk to them. 

It's helping people to know each other. 
It's helping the drug problem. It's helping 
me and it's even helping my parents. My dad 
thinks that I can talk better than I used to. 

I don't know if he is right or not, but I do 
know I feel better with people. 

I wouldn't miss our team meetings for 
anything... 
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THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS 



LEVEL I 

1) To expand the Adelphi 
University philosophy of 
drug education. 


LEVEL II 

1) To expand the 
Adelphi philosophy. 


LEVEL III 1 

i 

1 


2) To give the partici- 


2) To share factual 


To give the partici- | 


pants up-to-date factual 


information on the 


~ i 

pants information about 


information on drug use 


legal, physiological, 


drugs | 


and abuse. 


psychological , and 






pharmacological aspects 


j 




of the drug issue. 


If 


3) To instruct the 


6) To develop in the 


4) To help the parti- 


participants in program 


participants an open- 


cipants. set up alterna- 


development, community- 


ended individual 


tives to drug abuse ;j 


school action programs , 


commitment to do some- 


within the community. 


alternate strategies to 


thing as a member of a 


If 


implement program designs, 


team upon returning 


■i 


and to function effec- 


to their community. 


ii 


tively as a team. 
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7) To allow the parti- 
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cipants to view them- 
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selves as a unique 






ihtregal component of 
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a team. 
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THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS (con't.) 

LEVEL I LEVEL II LEVEL III 



4) To give the parti- 
cipants the necessary 
skills to be able to 
identify resources in 
their communities. 



5) To enable the parti- 
cipants to develop the 
following skills: 
problem sensing, problem 
solving, utilization of 
group dynamic techniques, 
implementation of organ- 
izational development 
techniques for the 
purpose of putting into 
operation community 
program designs. 

6) To allow the partici- 
pants to become aware of 
their own humanistic 
needs , as well as those 

of others. 



4) To establish lines 
of communication be- 
tween teachers, stud- 
ents, school admin- 
istrators, parents, and 
other community people. 

8) To bring about a 
team commitment to a 
particular task upon 
returning to local 
communities . 



3) To make partici- 
pants aware of the need 
for improved communi- 
cation skills and a 
greater understanding 



3) To help the partici- 
pants to relate to, and 
understand each other 
better . 
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THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS (con't.) 



LEVEL I 



LEVEL II 



LEVEL III 



of the professional 
roles represented by 
participants . 



7) To expose the parti- 
cipants to innovative 
classroom teaching 
techniques . 



8) To develop skills in 
specific methodology for 
screening and evaluating 
drug materials. 



5) To become aware of 
the need for all indi- 
viduals to be a part of 
the solution to the 
drug dilemma. 



2) To teach the parti- 
cipants that the drug 
problem is really a 
people problem and an 
individual's problem 
with drugs. 
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OBSERVATIONS OF INTERVIEWER 
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In Maine's drug education program, the balance 
of content and process, or drug education information 
and its effect on individuals and groups in our society 
was a stated objective. Another objective was to stress 
what individuals and groups can do about the drug 
problem. Both of these objectives were observed to have been 
effectively implemented at all levels. 

Every community visited and every individual inter- 
viewed responded to the items on the questionnaire 
relating to "What have you done?" and "What are you planning 
on doing?" No one was stymied by these questions because 
projects were on-going and new ones were in the planning 
stages on every level imaginable. 

The greatest strengths of the program that I 
observed were the training the participants had in the 
areas of group process techniques and in organizational 
development skills. Three consultants specializing in 
these areas were hired as staff for the entire 7-day live- 
in state level workshops. In meeting with two of these 
individuals, I learned that they had also served as 
trainers at the Adelphi University National Training Center. 
Consequently , they not only were committed to the process 
as well as the philosophy, but they also had an in-depth 
understanding of the content. 

A quality that stood out so clearly in meeting with 
those individuals involved in the state program was that 
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not only was the responsibility of implementing the 
state drug education program shared by all levels of 
people, but so too was the status involved in the success 
they achieved through their joint efforts. No one seemed 
to be excluded and everyone interviewed seemed to have a 
direction and a joint plan for action. I attribute this 
to the use of the group process techniques prior to the 
exposure and design of organizational development skills. 
Each team worked on a design, which was tested, presented, 
and studied. Then, and only then, was the attempt made 
to implement it. 

In communities where two teams had been trained (e.g., 
Houlton, Maine) at different times, the team concept re- 
mained intact, i.e., each team performed a separate function, 
maintained its autonomy, and functioned as an individual 
unit. This preservation of autonomy in no way hindered 
their cooperative efforts. 

I feel that the director and his staff allowed for 
planning time as well. The training sessions were spaced 
so that enough time was allowed for feedback, flexibility 
in design for the next program, as well as for support and 
personal contact with the teams that had been trained at 
the previous session. No team felt like an island, but 
like a part of a family, a limb of a tree. Each time new 
t;,.ams were turned out field, they received support 

from other teams and arranged planning meetings with them. 

322 



Tasks seemed to be assumed rather than assigned and 
responsibility seemed to be accepted rather than delegated. 

Follow-up sessions were also designed by the state 
team. State team members visited communities to work 
with them rather than merely check up on them. 
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THE MULTIPLIER PROCESS IN THE STATE OF 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 



Dates of Interview Visits: 
April 5, 6, 7, 8, 12, .971 
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DESCRIPTION OF NEW HAMPSHIRE PROGRAM DESIGN MAP 

From this Program Design Map we can see that a group 
of individuals were sent to the Adelphi National Training 
Center. Upon their return to the state of New Hampshire, 
this state team designed and directed the two state training 
sessions. 

Shortly after these two Level I training sessions 
took place, a new state team was formed. At this time new 
training objectives as well as a new format of training was 
implemented. 

Level II training sessions were then conducted by the 
newly formed state team along with the director of the state 
program who was not hired until after the initial state 
training session was completed. The Level II workshops were 
designed to train teachers, students, and community people 
separately. 



395 






NEW HAMPSHIRE 



PROGRAM DESIGN MAP 





Level 0 
Adelphi 










Level 


I Training Sessions 


State Training Session 
60 participants 
5-day live-in 
July, 1970 


State Training Session 
60 participants 
5-day live-in 
August, 1970 
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PROGRAM PREPARATION 

The State Department of Education selected five (5) 
individuals to attend the Adelphi University Drug Education 
Training Center. This initial training is referred to as 
Level 0 within the State of New Hampshire. Upon completion 
of the institute the team of 5 individuals returned to the 
Department of Health and .Physical Education to plan two, 

5 day live-in training sessions to be held in the August 
of 1970. 

A director for the State Drug Education Program was 
hired after the first 5 day live-in training session was 
completed. The director attended the second 5 day live-in 
training session. He found that the defined objectives, 
process of training, methods utilized, and over-all 
philosophy of the team's approach to Drug Education was 
incompatible with his own. 

Due to extenuating circumstances , four of the five 
original team members trained at Adelphi University did not 
continue their involvement in the State Drug Education Program. 

Subsequently, a new state level team was established. 

LEVEL I - STATE TRAINING SESSION 
Program Description 

Trainers : State Team trained at National Training 

Center 
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Duration of Training ; 5-day , live— in session; 

July, August 1970 

Participants ; 

Students 

Teachers 

School administrators 

Community professionals and non— professionals (parents) 
Selection Criteria ; 

The state team from the State Department of Education 
requested by letter that superintendents of local school 
districts select potential trainees from their districts. 
They recommended that students, teachers, other educational 
personnel, and community people be invited to participate 
in the 5-day live-in institute. 

Team members did feel that the superintendents did 
not receive sufficient information to be able to identify 
the most resourceful people within the local district. 

Many individuals were taking their summer vacations during 
July and August and consequently, could not be contacted. 
Objectives ; 

1) To disseminate factual information about drugs , 

2) To initiate change within the schools and 
existing social service institutions, 

3) To change attitudes, 

4) To allow the democratic process to come back 
into the schools, 
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20 % 

40% 

30% 

10 % 
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5) To allow people to experience each other as 

individuals rather than merely representatives 
of a role. 



Methods 


Used: 


1) 


Informal presentations 


2) 


Lectures 


3) 


Small group interaction 


4) 


Films 


5) 


Resource literature 


6) 


Panel discussions 



Resource Personnel : 

Consultants in the areas of pharmacology, the law, 
the State Police Department, a political activist, and 
a transcendental is t presented lectures in the areas of 
their competency. Each related his own discipline to 
the drug dilemma. 

TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OP SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES 

Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 201) 



O 

ERIC 



A state team member felt that the team was 
relatively successful in achieving its overall objectives. 
He felt that the team did not receive the support it 
needed from the State Department. When reflection on these 
two initial training sessions, he thought that not enough 
time was spent in designing the program format, that the 
participants were not properly selected, that enough 
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capable and qualified resource people were not identified. 

He felt that some of the participants experienced a 
considerable amount of growth due to the one-to-one inter- 
action they had in small group sessions and in the live-in 
situation. He considered this type of dialogue to be of 
paramount importance . 

Another team member felt that the team should have had 
control over individuals who came to participate in or 
observe just one portion of the overall program. The 
individuals included a considerable number of state officials 
from the Department of Education and the Department of Mental 
Health, members of the police force, school district admin- 
istrators, as well as public health personnel. One team 
member thought that the intrusion of these part-time parti- 
cipants was an unnecessary form of harassment. 



TRAINEES' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 201) 



School Administrator ? 

...I learned a lot of factual information about 
drugs that I had not been exposed to before this 
training. This type information is essential to 
understand some of the reasons why both youth 
and adults use drugs. 
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The overall program was not structured enough to 
fit my needs. I often felt anxious about what was going 
to happen next. I would have appreciated an outline of 
the activities to come. 

The most beneficial portion of the program was the 
opportunity to relate to youth and other professionals 
sharing a concern for the same issue, drug use. I 
learned much more about why the youth feel the way they 
do than I ever expected to. 

I truly wish that this type of training could be 
had by all teachers, students, and community people. 
However, I think that the people running the program 
had problems among themselves. They weren't organized 
enough. More time should have been spent in planning... 

School Administrator : 

...There should have been more parents and community 
people invited to take part in the training. The teachers 
and school administrators wasted a lot of time protecting 
themselves, their expected roles, rather than interactivity 
with the students. This aspect of personal interaction 
between adults and youth is essential, along with the 
learning of factual information, if the drug dilemma is 
to be looked at objectively. Being defensive helps no one. 
All it allows for is further polarization. 

Ways of organizing community people should have been 
studied and alternative approaches discussed if people 
are to return to their local areas to set up similar 
programs. I don't know if this was an objective of the 
program. If it was, the team was not successful in de- 
veloping potential community organizers. If it wasn't 
an objective, it should have been. 

The most effective methods utilized to achieve the 
objective of making people aware of individual differences 
were small group discussions. For many people this was 
their first exposure to interprofessional interaction. 

This, I feel, was the most advantageous aspect of the 
entire program... 

Student : 

This program was the only one that I feel youth will 
participate in. Students, kids, need to feel like they 
are a part of what teachers, doctors, other 'important' 
people are trying to do to them. It's about time the big 
shots realize that students have a lot of feelings about 
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what others are trying to make them into. I want someone 
to help me become 'something', 'someone'. I don't want 
them to tell me how to get there , but I need help in 
getting there. If we could just work together, that is, 
if adults could help me by listening to what I think is 
important, taking that into consideration, and trusting 
that what I don't know is as important as what they want 
me to know. Sometimes adults make me feel like I'm 
stupid for not knowing everything . This experience 
taught me that some adults will listen to me and help 
me understand what I need to know to become the person I 
want to be. 

I don't want to be a drug freak. I want to be a 
person who always knows what he is doing to himself. I 
want to be sensible in dealing with myself... 

Student : 

...I thought the program was really good but man, 
some of the teachers, adults, and staff really made it 
hard on the students. They wanted to talk most of the 
time and tell us what they thought about our smoking 
grass and stuff . If they had been more willing to let 
us talk about why we may be smoking grass and junk like 
that, and why other kids do, then maybe they could under- 
stand it better and help kids who need help. You can't 
help anyone who you make feel stupid like. 

I just wish all kids could see what those teachers 
went through. You could really tell it was hard for 
them to try to listen. I used to think it was mostly 
the older peoples' fault that kids took drugs - you 
know, kids want to be cool and stuff. I defend my 
friends that use drugs. I smoke grass, but man, now I 
know that some of that stuff can be really dangerous. 

I guess parents, adults, older people get scared for us 
because they think we'll get hurt or something. Maybe 
they are right. 

I think the only thing we can do is rap about these 
things. Just try to help each other. I guess adults 
used to think I was crazy, and I thought the same about 
them. I guess we were both wrong. 

If there had been smarter kids and adults running 
the program, I know it would have been better. I don't 
know why they only ha'd two workshops. There should be 
much more. I don't know why we can't communicate better. 
It's really stupid to have so many real good people in 
this world and hardly anyone really knows each other... 
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LEVEL II - TEACHER TRAINING, STUDENT TRAINING, 
COMMUNITY TRAINING 



In October of 1970 the state team was composed of a 
director, one individual trained at Adelphi, and two individuals 
who were not formally trained in the field of drug education. 

The team could not agree upon a common philosophy which would 
include similar objectives, methods of training, and an overall 
state design for implementation of the state program. The 
polorizatiort within the team itself was apparent to the team 
members as well as to those observing their interaction and 
to those who participated in one-day training presentations. 

Program Description 

Trainers : State Team and Program Director 

Duration of Training : Ranged from 1-8 hours per 

presentation 

Participants : 

Students 

Educators 

School administrators 

Community professionals and nonprofessionals (parents) 
Selection Criteria : 

The director stated that the team was available to 
make presentations to any groups of teachers , students , 
and community people who requested them. The people were 
not selected for training; rather, institutions or organi- 
zations requested the services of the team. 
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Objectives : 

The director of the state program stated the following 
objectives: 

1) To disseminate factual information about drugs. 

2) To bring an awareness of the drug problem in the 
state to a level of understanding. 

3) To bring about a greater understanding of the 
problem today with youth. 

Methods Used : 

1) Lectures 

2) Films 

3) Questions and answers 

4) Small group discussions 
Resource Personnel : 

Pharmacologists were used to helping in the factual 
information presentations where the community or insti- 
tution requested this. 



TRAINERS' JUDGMENT OF SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
IN ATTAINING OBJECTIVES 



Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 201) 



ERIC 



C 

r 



i 



The. director stated that he felt the team was successful 
in achieving all of the above objectives. However, he believed 
they were not as successful in achieving the first objective as 
he had hoped because he was not able to obtain the services of 
a resource person who was qualified to lecture on the pharma- 
cological aspect of drugs and their effects. 
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In terms of the two following objectives, the director 
felt that success or failure was not measurable. Again, 
emphasis was placed on the fact that the team was unable to 
arrive at a common approach to the affective aspects of the 
drug dilemma. 

Another team member felt that most of what the team had 
done was relatively useless. "In reality we are working against 
each other, not with each other. It's hard to pretend. Kids 
know we are not together. It is so obvious that we fight each 
other. I think someone should come from the outside and help 
us get it together . " 

A third team member just looked at the team's role as 
"keeping peace." "We try hard to please each other when we make 
presentations but pressure is coming from somewhere outside. I 
really have no idea how we can ever really work it out. Maybe 
we should all leave and someone can hire another staff. That is 
almost the only humane thing to do. In a way its really kind of 
a farce." 

TRAINEES' PERCEPTION OF THE EFFECT OF THE TRAINING 
Subjects Interviewed (See table, p. 201) 



Guidance Counselor : 

...In February 1970, I contacted the State Department 
of Education to come to our school to speak to the 
teachers, principal, school nurses and a policeman from 
our community. I heard of the services they provided 
through the New Hampshire Personnel and Guidance Asso- 
ciation. 
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It was my hope that through the dissemination of 
factual information our educational staff would have a 
common basis from which to work to try help kids. It 
would have been helpful if we had been exposed to alter- 
native approaches to teaching about drugs in the class- 
room but unfortunately this was not an outcome of the 
program the state team presented. 

I have been working with a group of students who 
have used drugs. I asked the state director if these 
students could be part of the presentation. Fortunately 
they agreed to talk with the teachers and about one-third 
of the teachers reported to me that they felt this was 
the most beneficial portion of the program. 

I feei that if more dialogue and discussion between 
youth and adults could take place in these types of 
presentations, the outcome would be much better. I 
have heard that in some communities this approach has 
been used and is relatively successful. Of course, our 
State Department of Education is most conservative and 
I don't know if the director would allow this to happen. 

In graduate courses I have taken and in my own per- 
sonal experiences, there are methods and techniques I 
have used that work much better than what this team does. 

For example, role playing, sociodrama, structured 
dialogue. . .and many other things that work. Why can't 
they use this approach? The director seemed so bent on 
just lectures and factual information. 

You know, we are known to be a conservative state. 

Maybe that is why the problem is getting so out of hand. 

I guess the best thing to do is to let each school and 
community do the best they can without any outside help. 

I really don't know if that is the answer... 

Teacher : 

. . .A few months ago a group of people came from the 
state department to put on a drug workshop for the students 
and interested teachers. Just two teachers went, which 
I think was just awful. They should have all been there. 

The program lasted about two hours and for me and the ' 

other teacher who went it was a very good experience. 

The people from the state department gave a lecture j 

about the law, the physiological effects of drugs and ; 

they talked about society as well. The students could \ 

ask any questions they had and this was great. Usually j 

at these types of things students can't ask questions. | 

I 
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We also discussed a film that was shown. The film 
was all factual information and this was good, in a sense, 
if you didn't know anything about drugs. But the best 
thing about the movies was that the students could discuss 
with each other (and the two teachers) why they didn't 
like the film. It was the first time in this kind of 
presentation that I have seen that students have had 
any opportunity to react. 

This was a beginning of some kind of drug education 
we haven't done anymore since this presentation for the 
teachers. I feel that just telling students about drugs 
is not enough. The teachers and parents need to know 
much more in order to be able to help the students. Some 
people say we don't have a drug problem here. - Well, I 
don't know if we have a serious problem in comparison to 
other places, but I do know a lot of kids who are using 
drugs and who might really get hurt because of it... 

Teacher ; 

. . .A few months ago a group of people (4) came from 
the State Department of Education to present a workshop 
for teachers. I guess there were about forty teachers 
who participated. Lectures were presented by each member 
of the group on the physiological and legal aspects of 
drugs. A lecture was also given on the youth culture. 

The whole program lasted about four hours. 

We broke up into groups to discuss different topics 
and those discussions really got heavy. You could see 
that teachers are very different from each other in their 
willingness to discuss such issues and in their attitudes 
toward drugs . 

The people from the State Department kept saying that 
we should try to look at the problem or issue from an 
educational point of view rather than an emotional point 
of view. This was very difficult and we never really 
reached the point where we could be objective. You see, 
some teachers feel that anyone using drugs should be 
turned over to the police and put out of school. Other 
teachers would say, then we would be out of a job because 
so many kids use drugs. 

I think that this would have been a greater program 
if we had students and parents there with the teachers. 
After participating in this program and then participating 
in the one for the students and also the one for the 
parents , I realized that they should have been mixed 
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together. The same things discussed and felt by the 
teachers were also expressed by both the students and 
the parents. 

Some people feel that all these groups are very far 
apart and too different to get together. Well, I don't 
feel this way because the differences in attitudes and 
opinions in one group exist in the other groups as well. 

Just talking about it now helps me see it more 
clearly. If we could all work together I bet the problem 
wouldn't be so bad - You know, it's not only drugs that 
have to be discussed. Now, when I think about it I see 
that it's maybe not just the fact that kids use drugs 
but how their using drugs affects people who don't know 
why they do it. - I wish we could just find time to sit 
down and talk about this. I think it would be helpful to 
everyone. 

Do you think that someone in power could suggest 
this? I guess the major problem is that no one has time 
to discuss the real problems of the schools. I just do 
my own thing in the best way I know how for my students. 
In my social studies classes we take time and we need 
even more time. I think kids are really important and 
their problems must be given attention. It's too bad 
people in power can't see this and try to schedule time 
in for each other . . . 

Student : 

...The whole thing was a farce. I smoke grass. I've 
dropped acid. . . I know that half the things they said 
about just these two drugs are lies . Maybe not lies 
because we don't really know the effects of these drugs 
after a long period of time. But man, they showed us 
that movie and then told us all about the law and the 
effects of drugs on the body. All they tried to do was 
scare us into not using drugs. It didn't do anything to 
me or my buddies . 

Like I don * t want anyone to get hurt by drugs and 
that can happen real bad. Drugs can really freak you 
out but those cats are screwed up already. Like I smoke 
once a week about and I dropped acid twice last summer. 
Man, I don't want to do that now because I really had a 
bummer and the acid around here is bad - O.K. that's 
what young kids have to know. Like if they're going to 
do stuff anyway, teach them how not to get wrecked 

I don't know why those cats that came here to speak 
did it anyway . Like a few of the guys were really 
together. Like the one that rapped about the youth 
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culture. I could dig him. But one guy was really an 
idiot. Maybe he knows about other things but he doesn't 
know anything about the drugs I've used or about my 
friends . 

It really kills me to hear dudes like him trying to 
tell me what 1'ip all about. I bet that guy never even 
talked to anyone like me before in his life. I bet he 
just reads books about people like me. Then he thinks 
he can tell the whole world how screwed up people like 
me are. Man, it really makes me sick... 

Community (parent) : 

...It was a great thing to give parents a chance 
to learn about drugs. I've read a lot about marijuana 
and other drugs and I have no idea why children would 
ever think to smoke it. 

The movie and the two lectures were really very good. 
One man told us all about the law and how much trouble 
the kids can get into. I told the principal that he 
should speak to all the students in the high school 
because, if they knew how much trouble they could get 
into with the police, I don't think they would use drugs. 

Most of the people who went to the lecture were par- 
ents. There were about three teachers and maybe ten 
students in the whole group. If more teachers had been 
there, then they could tell all the students about how 
bad drugs are in their classes. 

A big problem we have in this high school is that 
there are too many young teachers. These teachers just 
don't know how to keep kids in their place. They are 
just too friendly with the kids. The principal is really 
very nice and he tries hare to help the kids but I think 
he is too young too. 

My children, thank God, are o.k. so far but that is 
because my husband and I are very strict with them. 

Both my husband and I came to the lecture and the next 
evening my husband and I told our children all about the 
law and the police. We really scared them and told them 
how bad it is and all. If every parent would do this, 
maybe we wouldn't have so many problems. Kids have to be 
forced not to do things that will hurt them. 

As I said before, if all the students and teachers 
could hear what we heard at the lecture I think it would 
really help. . . 
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Guidance Counselor : 

...I wouldn't call the. meeting I attended a 
training session. All that occurred was that a man 
from the State Department of Education told us (about 
50 educators) that if we wanted to have a group of 
people come to our schools to speak about drugs 
to either students, faculty, or community, this 
service would be provided for us. He merely told us 
what this team had done in other communities. 

It was not a learning experience for me. In 
fact, the presentation made us more frustrated be- 
cause it was just another approach to the entire 
drug issue that has not been effective. If I 
were going to expose my students to anything, it 
would be to a lecture, a film, or any other form of 
a didactic presentation. That method doesn't work. 

I know that much, which is apparently more than the 
team from the State Department of Education knows... 
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NEW HAMPSHIRE 



THE FLOW OF PURPOSES AMONG LEVELS 



Leve 1 I 

1) To disseminate 
factual information 
about drugs. 



Level II 

2) To disseminate 
factual information 
about drugs. 



Level III 



2) To initiate change 
within the schools and 
existing social service 
institutions . 






3) To change attitudes 






4) To allow the demo- 
cratic process to come 
back into the schools. 






5) To allow people to 
experience each other 
as individuals rather 
than merely represen- 
tatives of a role. 


3) To bring about a 
greater understanding 
of the problem today 
with youth. 
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2) To bring an 
awareness of the drug 
problem in the state 
to a level of under- . 
standing . 
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OBSERVATIONS OF INTERVIEWER 

As was stated in the Program Preparation Section of 
Level 0 and Level I, it is obvious that the State of New 
Hampshire's drug program experienced many internal conflicts 
among team members themselves. In fact, there was no team, 
that is , if we consider a team to be a group of people func- 
tioning together to work toward the accomplishment of a 
specific goal. 

This undoubtedly affected the design implementation 
and the reporting of data in terms of what did in fact 
happen within the state. There was a great discrepancy 
between the data reported to the contractor and the data 
gathered during the one-to-one interviews. There was not 
only great dichotomy in terms of overall objectives, but also 
in the area of methods used, materials provided, and duration 
of training and cross section of participants. Apparently the 
individual reporting the date knew what he wanted to do or 
what he would have been doing (had he been able to) and 
reported this, rather than what the group did, in fact, do 
when they presented the drug education program. 

It is recommended that the state of New Hampshire 
totally redesign its drug education program, send a team to 
a state training program which has proven itself to be 
effective , and work more closely with the monitor of the 
program. In addition, the state should hire consultants 
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in the areas of group process techniques and community -j 

organizational development skills if the newly hired team 
members do not already have expertise in these skills. 7 

The director and the Other team members were certainly 
sincere and willing to make the state program a successful 
one, but obviously this goal was not realized as of May, 1971. j 

I 

I 

1 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

] 

I 



41.4 



TENTATIVE CONCLUSIONS 




This report has attempted to utilize the perceptions 
of trainers and trainees to present a perspective on a 
process of transmitting information, attitudes, and skills 
from level to level in a state. The major portion of the 
report is a record of how the individuals interviewed 
felt about what happened to them and what they did as a 
result of their training. In this chapter we attempt to 
draw together some of the thoughts of the participants 
and the observations of the interviewer, in order to seek 
out ideas which may be generalizable , or at least worthy 
of further study . 

The major purpose of the 1970-71 National Drug 
Education Training Program was the dissemination of accu- 
rate, objective information about drugs. This was the 
main reason why a multiplier form of dissemination was 
employed, that is, to get maximum spread for minimum input 
at the top. Moreover, the program's purpose was to dis- 
seminate information which would affect decision-making t 
specifically, to disseminate it in such a way that it 
would broaden the base of affective as well as cognitive 
information upori which the individual would make more 
realistic decisions in terms of his own behavior in drug- 
related issues. This could be his own drug behavior, in 
the case of a student , or his response to people that are 
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affected by, or using drugs, in the case of a teacher or 
other adult. 

In "tracking" the flow of information however, as 
was done in this study, it becomes apparent that the 
information is inseparable from the people who pass it on. 
What is being transmitted is not information alone, but 
information "coated" with feelings, with understanding, 
with trust and openness that makes it relevant and 
capable of being accepted. The application of this 
"coating" , or the provision of information within this 
human context , was more successful in some states than 
others. There were several conditions which it is felt 
contributed to this success. 
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1. The Use of Coordinated Efforts - A Team Approach 

This appeared to be the one consistently significant 
factor which could be linked to perceptions of success or 
effectiveness. If all the dimensions of the problem were 
to be dealt with within available resources then the human 
energies which were potentially available had to be max- 
imized . 

The California program is illustrative of one in 
which the team concept was utilized at all levels of 
training . 

In Colorado, interviews with the coordinator, other 
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team members, and individuals within the state brought 
out the fact that there was a variety of opinion concerning 
the team concept. Some persons trained together were 
actually functioning as teams . Others felt that , though 
they had been trained as a team, they were not functioning 
as a cohesive unit. In some instances, trained indi- 
viduals were simply "doing their own thing." 

In New Hampshire, Georgia and Florida it was gener- 
ally believed that a team approach was being used. How- 
ever, although the word team was heard frequently, there 
was no identifiable instance where a group who had been 
trained together as a team was actually functioning as a 
team upon return to the local community. However, in 
Maine, California, Delaware, and parts of Colorado, persons 
interviewed did, in fact, state that they were part of a 
team and as a team member had certain responsibilities 
and tasks which they accepted and were willing to be 
held accountable for. Team members stated similar 
objectives, as well as similar methodology, in the training 
sessions their teams had designed and were implementing. 

2 . Team Building Through the Training Experience 

Team motivation, or the desire to operate cooper- 
atively, usually requires that a team of people have 
jointly experienced similar feelings and shared common goals. 
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The team building concept must be built into the 
training experience through the use of organizational 
development as well as group process techniques. As is 
indicated in this study, the team approach does not emerge 
as a result of merely grouping individuals from various 
professions or from similar geographic areas within a 
state . 

In some cases, the expanded team concept was used. 
This concept meant that when the team returned to the 
local community, they would invite other local community 
people to join them in the design and implementation of 
the local project. This sharing of status and control 
with "non-team members" seemed to affect negatively the 
cohesiveness of the original team. The one-to-one 
support system seemed to lose some of its original effect. 

3 . Understanding of Purpose 

It seems unnecessary to say that a critical condition 
of success is that everyone know the purpose of their 
efforts. Yet, as Charles Silberman pointed out in Crisis 
in the Classroom . . . what is mostly wrong with both the 
schools and society today is "mindlessness - the failure 
or refusal to think seriously about educational purpose"... 

Some states were able to articulate their overall 
purposes quite well. This was evidenced in their ability 



to establish selection criteria for participants. In 
the states of Maine and California all participants on 
Level I and II of training were made cognizant of the 
objectives of the training, i.e., what methods would be 
used, what they could expect as a participant and what 
would be expected of them after the training. Colorado 
also had clearly defined selection criteria on the state 
level but this did not seem to filter down to the lower 
levels as it did in California and Maine. This may have 
been due to the expanded team approach which , as 
mentioned earlier, was utilized in Colorado on the school 
district level. 

Defined and understandable objectives have addi- 
tional value for the creation and commitment of teams. 

The relationships which tie individuals to one another 
are established in terms of common needs , tasks or purposes . 
In defining their complementary roles in terms of the 
same end point, the team members were, in effect, contrac- 
ting with one another for mutual support. Without this 
contract, "teams" in several states functioned as indi- 
viduals. On the other hand, the trainers in the states 
of Delaware, Maine, Colorado, and California directed 
attention in the training sessions to the importance of 
team functioning and allowed the individual team members 
to discover their responsibility as members of a team. 
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Apparently, a clear understanding of purpose makes it 
possible for the teams to "do-their-own-things" in 
defining the tasks they have to undertake to achieve 
their goals. This appears to give them a sense of 
ownership and reinforced commitment. 

4 . Training in Interpersonal Development - Group Dynamics 

• Maine and Delaware had one outstanding feature in 
common which can be seen in the anecdotal data. Both 
states, besides having sent teams to the Adelphi National 
Training Center, also put emphasis on the cognitive as well 
as the affective domain through the utilization of various 
group dynamic techniques. This was done in order to pro- 
vide factual information and to strengthen the communi- 
cation skills of the participants. The utilization of 
these techniques allowed for an in-depth exploration of 
the attitudes of each of the participants as well as a 
clarification of the values which they seemea to feel 
were important to them. Through this process of getting 
to know and understand each of the team members , the 
trainees were able to begin to function as a team. 

5 . Training in Organizational Development 

The task which evolved in each state was not simply 
one of passing along information or of training the trainers 
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of trainers. Personnel at each level had to be given the 
skills to develop and implement effective programs. 

As it turned out in most of the states visited, 
the existence of these management skills could not be 
taken for granted. Help in defining purposes, relating 
tasks and responsibilities to them, and identifying local 
resources was called for by individuals in every state 
including those that were making an attempt to teach 
these skills, or at least model them in their behavior. 
People in California, Maine, Colorado and Delaware wanted 
comprehensive help to learn more about how to organize, 
how to implement, how to assess needs in their local 
communities, how to bring this program back to others in 
their schools and communities. In one way, the expression 
of this additional need could be seen as a success 
measure for the programs they had been exposed to. It 
stands to reason that one is not motivated to expend the 
energy to design, direct, or implement a program which he 
himself has not benefited from. The need for these types 
of organizational skills was most acutely realized after 
the trainees had been exposed to the type of effective 
drug education program that they wanted to share with 
others in an organized fashion. 

In the specific instance of the Colorado program 
these skills, along with group dynamic training, might have 
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helped to re-create relationships when teams expanded to 
take in new personnel at the local levels. 

6 . Trial and Error Experiences During Training 

With the type of interpersonal and organizational 
skills being transmitted in this program it appears 
essential that participants have an opportunity to 
discover what does not work as well as what does. This 
should preferably happen during the training so that a 
broad range of correcting alternatives can be explored. 

One of the problems related to this which was reported 
by Florida participants is the lack of adequate time for 
feedback when training programs are scheduled too close 
together . 

7 . Duration of Training 

Although there is little in the anecdotal material 
to support this last condition, the observer expressed a 
feeling that the use of continuous or concentrated periods 
of time enhanced the effectiveness of several of the 
programs. When information can not be dealt with apart 
from feelings, attitudes and relationships it is especially 
important for there to be adequate time for individuals 
to be together. A single 40 hour block of time facilitates 
this whereas 40 hours over 8 weeks interposes too many 
interruptions . 
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Some causative factors making for success or failure 
in selected state programs have been identified. 

The use of an interdisciplinary training team appears 
to be an effective way to maximize available state training 
resources. Team members should be trained together if they 
are to accept full responsibility for executing team tasks. 
Further specific team building skills should be taught. 

The importance of clear communication from a State officer 
to local districts about the purposes of a program is evident. 
Where objectives are established and transmitted to lower levels 
of administrative responsibility, programs are more likely to 
succeed . 

The explicit training of managment skills appears to 
be a factor contributing to state program success — at least 
in those states where bonefide team training was the mode. 

These conclusions are tentative and based on limited 
data, yet it is hoped they will prove useful to the improvement 
of state programs and the continuing redesign of the federal 
program. 
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